Arminius, Arminianism, and Europe 


Brill's Series in 
Church History 


Edited by 


Wim Janse, Amsterdam 


In cooperation with 
Theo Clemens, Utrecht/ Antwerpen 
Olivier Fatio, Genéve 
Alastair Hamilton, London 
Scott Mandelbrote, Cambridge 


Andrew Pettegree, St. Andrews 


VOLUME 39 


Arminius, 
Arminianism, and Europe 


Jacobus Arminius (1559/60-1609) 


Edited by 


Th. Marius van Leeuwen 
Keith D. Stanglin 
Marijke Tolsma 


LEIDEN ¢ BOSTON 
2009 


On the cover: Portrait of Jacobus Arminius in his study. Anon., 1615. Remonstrantse Gemeente 
Rotterdam (copyright: Gemeentearchief, Rotterdam). 


This book is printed on acid-free paper. 
Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication-Data 


Arminius, Arminianism, and Europe : Jacobus Arminius (1559/60-1609) / edited by Th. Marius 
van Leeuwen, Keith D. Stanglin, Marijke Tolsma. 
p. cm. - (Brill's series in church history ; v. 39) 
Includes bibliographical references and indexes. 
ISBN 978-90-04-17887-8 (hardback : alk. paper) 
1. Arminius, Jacobus, 1560-1609-Congresses. 2. Arminianism-Europe-History-Congresses. 
3. Arminius, Jacobus, 1560-1609- Portraits- Congresses. I. Leeuwen, Theodoor Marius van. 
II. Stanglin, Keith D. III. Tolsma, Marijke. IV. Title. V. Series. 


BX6196.A74 2009 
284'.9092-dc22 
2009029186 


This publication was made possible with assistance of the Stichting Gilles Hondius Foundation, 
the Stichting Nicolette Bruining Fonds and the Vera Gottschalk-Frank Stichting. 


ISSN: 1572-4107 
ISBN: 978 90 04 17887 8 


Copyright 2009 by Koninklijke Brill NV, Leiden, The Netherlands. 
Koninklijke Brill NV incorporates the imprints Brill, Hotei Publishing, 
IDC Publishers, Martinus Nijhoff Publishers and VSP. 


All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, translated, stored in 
a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, 
photocopying, recording or otherwise, without prior written permission from the publisher. 


Authorization to photocopy items for internal or personal use is granted by Koninklijke Brill NV 
provided that the appropriate fees are paid directly to The Copyright Clearance Center, 

222 Rosewood Drive, Suite 910, Danvers, MA 01923, USA. 

Fees are subject to change. 


PRINTED IN THE NETHERLANDS 


CONTENTS 


Bisto: Plates ate ee en ee dene duh euet c TE VII 


Introduction: Arminius, Arminianism, and Europe. … IX 
Th. Marius van Leeuwen 


PART I 
JACOBUS ARMINIUS 


Arminius and Arminianism: An Overview of Current Research .... 3 
Keith D. Stanglin 


Jacobus Arminius: Theologian of God's Twofold Love ............... 25 
William den Boer 


"Augustine Asleep” or "Augustine Awake”? Jacobus Arminius’s 
Reception ol Augustine 522505554 ventdeteniwestessassencasaescenteens 51 
Aza Goudriaan 


Arminius and Rome .….… ccc cece eee cece eren 73 
Eric H. Cossee 


PART II 
ARMINIANISM AND EUROPE 


The Biblical Hermeneutics of Socinians and Remonstrants in the 


Seyenteenth Centi y nerin iernii i EIER 89 
Kestutis Daugirdas 

Arminius und die Herborner Theologen: am Beispiel von 
Johannes Piscätor use lien 115 
Andreas Mühling 


Arminius Redivivus? The Arminian Influence in French 
Switzerland and at the Beginning of the Eighteenth Century ..... 133 
Maria-Cristina Pitassi 


VI CONTENTS 


Arminianism amongst Protestant Dissenters in England and 
Ireland in the Eighteenth Century „une sans 
David Steers 


PART III 
ARMINIUS’S ICONOGRAPHY AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Facing Arminius: Jacobus Arminius in Portrait … …… … suus. 
Marijke Tolsma 


Iconographia Arminiana: Portraits from 1609 until ca. 1850......... 
Marijke Tolsma 


Bibliographia Arminiana: A Comprehensive, Annotated 
Bibliography of the Works of Arminius.. i. eese 
Keith D. Stanglin and Richard A. Muller 


List of Contributors... … ccc cee cece cece hehe 


Index Of Names: sorteert tranenthee balans 
Index Of PIECES: eorr eter aan 
Index or Sub] BEDS ana »o pli de iG bindende dee 


m 


N 


EN 


LIST OF PLATES 


. Interior of Leiden University Library. Jan Cornelis van 't Woud 


(Johannes Woudanus), 1610. ......... csse 205 
. Portrait of Jan van Hout. Willem van Swanenburg, 1608. ......... 206 
3. D'Arminiaensche Dreckwaghen (‘Arminian Dung-Cart’). 
Anonymous, 1618/19. une i eres E peser ORE S 208 
. Portrait of Lijsbet Reael. David Bailly, 1620. ........... e 211 
. Monument voor de Remonstranten’ (Monument for the 
remonstrants’). G. Kitsen, after J. Jelgershuis, 1795. ............... 216 
Senaatskamer, Leiden University. unse 219 
. Erasmus in his study. Pieter Hollsteyn II, ca. 1670. ................ 229 


Cup and saucer with the portrait of Gisbertus Voetius. Chine de 
commande (Ch'ien-Lung Dynasty), ca. 1750. ............ sees 231 


. Descent from the cross with the portraits of Martin Luther and 


his wife Catharina von Bora in two medallions. Anonymous. 
Walnut panel, cà; 1550... 232 


10. Portrait of a young woman. Attributed to P.J. Duyfhuysen, 


CAL LOA MP 234 


11. Portrait of Philip van Limborch. Christoffel Lubienitzky, 


Cd. 705. 2000 nenten eenden Bene se een aA 235 


A further 44 portraits of Arminius are included in Marijke Tolsma’s 
article Iconographia Arminiana. 


INTRODUCTION: 
ARMINIUS, ARMINIANISM, AND EUROPE 


TH. MARIUS VAN LEEUWEN 


On 19 October 1609 Jacobus Arminius died. Whether he was 49 or 
50 years old when he died is uncertain: for centuries the official year 
of his birth has been 1560, but Arminius’s biographer Carl Bangs has 
convincingly argued in favour of 1559.' That would mean that 2009, the 
year of commemoration of his death, 400 years ago, is one of celebration 
of his birth, 50 years earlier, as well. In any case in October 2009 at Leiden 
University, where Arminius was a professor from 1603 until his death, a 
conference was held in honour of him. The main contributions to that 
conference are collected in this book. 

According to Richard A. Muller, Arminius was “one of the dozen or so 
theologians in the history of the Christian church who have given last- 
ing direction to the theological tradition”? Muller holds him responsible 
for one of the "three systematic models arising out of Protestantism, the 
Reformed, the Lutheran, and the Arminian’; this third one being the only 
one that proved to be “genuinely open to the new rationalism”? in the ages 
to come. One can appreciate this in different ways. Was Arminius a pio- 
neer, who enriched the Reformed tradition by opening it towards new 
horizons, or a heretic, who founded a new tradition “as a full-scale alter- 
native to Reformed theology,’ starting from presuppositions “opposed 
to virtually all the tendencies and implications of Reformed theology” 
(Muller)?* Or perhaps: did he himself stay within the Reformed tradi- 
tion, but with some intuitions which, when worked out by his followers 
after his death, alienated them from that tradition and made them into 
heretics? These kinds of questions have been raised ever since Arminius's 
days. The debate pro and contra his teachings divided the Reformed 
church in the Netherlands. His spiritual heirs found allies all over the 


! Carl Bangs, Arminius. A study in Dutch Reformation (Nashville, 1985, 2d. ed.), 26f. 

? Richard A. Muller, God, Creation, and Providence in the Thought of Jacob Arminius 
(Grand Rapids, 1991), 3. 

3 Ibid., 285. 

^ Tbid., 281. 
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continent and via England in North America. But the resistance spread 
as well: widely “Arminianism” became the name of a seductive error. 

The essays in this volume bear upon Arminius’s way of thinking and 
the influence it had in Europe. We have chosen to restrict ourselves to 
Europe, since in the past considerable attention has already been given 
to his influence on American theology. In fact, the symposium held in 
Leiden, Utrecht and Amsterdam in August 1960, celebrating the four- 
hundredth anniversary of Arminiuss birth, focused on England and 
America.° 

By way of introduction we will now present an overview of the life 
of the one whom it is all about. Thereafter follows a first impression of 
the spread of Arminianism over Europe. Finally, the authors and themes, 
represented in this volume, are introduced. 


ARMINIUS, AN OUTLINE OF HIS LIFE® 


Jacob Hermansz. (Jacobus Arminius) was the son of a cutler in Oudewa- 
ter, a small town in Holland. The father presumably died before Jacob was 
born (in 1559 or 1560). That did not prevent Jacob from getting a broad 
education. The first one responsible for that was the reform-minded pas- 
tor of Oudewater, Aemilius, who later took the boy with him to Utrecht. 
After his death (1574) another Oudewater townsman, Snellius, invited 
Arminius for further schooling to Marburg, where Snellius was a pro- 
fessor. Having returned to Holland after the destruction of Oudewater 
by the Spaniards—a massacre in which his family was killed (1575)- 
Arminius continued his studies at the recently founded University of Lei- 
den (1576-1582). 

A grant, awarded by the Amsterdam merchant guild, enabled him to 
complete his theological training in Geneva (1582-1587). In that cen- 
tre of Calvinism, Arminius studied under Beza. But his use of Ramist 
philosophical methods, with which he had got acquainted in Marburg, 
brought him in conflict with one of his professors. He moved to Basel for 


> See Gerald ©. McCulloh (ed.), Mars faith and freedom. The theological influence of 
Jacobus Arminius (New York/ Nashville, 1962). 

6 See among others: Bangs, Arminius; G.J. Hoenderdaal, ‘Arminius’ in: Biografisch 
Lexicon van de geschiedenis van het Nederlandse Protestantisme. Deel 2 (Kampen 1983), 
33-36; W. Verboom, De belijdenis van een gebroken kerk. De Dordtse leerregels—voorge- 
schiedenis en theologie (Zoetermeer, 2005), 17-46, 67-100. 
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some time (1582-15847), where he attended the lessons of J.J. Grynaeus. 
Back in Geneva again, Arminius made friends with another Dutch stu- 
dent, Johannes Wtenbogaert (1557-1644), who would become his main 
ally in the quarrels that were to follow later. During the Genevan years 
there must have been a good relation with Beza, given a letter of recom- 
mendation, written by Beza and addressed to the city council of Amster- 
dam (June 1585): “God has gifted him (Arminius) with an apt intellect 
both as respects the appreciation and the discrimination of things. If this 
henceforward be regulated by piety, ... it cannot but happen that this 
power of intellect, ... will be productive of the richest fruits.” The stay 
in Geneva was interrupted a second time, by the end of 1586, for a trip 
to Italy that lasted several months. In Padua he attended the lessons of 
Zabarella, a renowned logician. In Rome he saw the Pope, from a dis- 
tance, that is. 

In return for the grant, given to him, Arminius was expected to serve as 
a pastor in Amsterdam. He was ordained a minister there in August 1588: 
a promising theologian, well-educated in Marburg, Leiden, Geneva, 
Basel and Padua, recommended by Beza. But, almost from the begin- 
ning the relation with some of his colleagues was tense. These held on to 
a strict, orthodox reading of the Calvinist doctrines. Perhaps they were 
confirmed in their stand by the fact that, in the war against the Spaniards, 
the Calvinist religion was at stake: the slightest deviation from what they 
understood to be the true Reformed principles aroused their suspicion. 
Soon they saw reasons for mistrust against Arminius. 

The fact for instance that, when asked in 1591 to refute an infralapsar- 
ian version of the Calvinist doctrine of predestination, advocated by two 
ministers, Reynier Donteclock and Arent Cornelisz., Arminius failed to 
write such a refutation, discredited him in the eyes of these critics. So 
did his failure to write a reply to Coornhert's rejection of predestination, 
which the Amsterdam consistory had requested of him. Were these indi- 
cations that he was an ally of Donteclock, or even of Coornhert? It is likely 
that the former was the case: Arminius never rejected predestination, but 
probably, from the beginning of his ministry, inclined to an infralap- 
sarian idea of it. That is to say: to the idea that God made his decree 
of predestination—the decision on whom He would save from damna- 
tion and whom He would “leave in their fall" —after the fall (lapsus) of 


7 See the "Bibliographia Arminiana' by Stanglin and Muller in this volume, note 6. 
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Adam, and not before Man had fallen or had even been created at all. Dur- 
ing the nineties, Arminius must have become more and more convinced 
of the fact that this last conception, the supralapsarian one (the decree 
was made before the “lapsus, or even before creation), magnified the 
power of God immensely, but also annihilated completely the space for 
human freedom and choice. In fact it turned God, who decided before- 
hand that man would fall and deserve punishment, into "the author of 
evil? 

During these years attentive listeners must have gathered that Armin- 
ius was travelling a road of his own, trying to find a conceivable balance 
between, on the one hand, divine power and, on the other, human 
freedom and responsibility. More than once questions arose concerning 
his orthodoxy. For instance when he preached on Romans 7 and stressed 
that Paul, when writing about a life of “captivity to the law of sin,” a 
life “unto death,’ he must have referred to life before his conversion. 
For, Arminius argued, the regenerate, who has met Christ and received 
his grace, has come to a new life, is no longer doomed to sin. Such 
optimism about the human condition under the law of God's Grace, 
evoked accusations of Pelagianism. 

During these Amsterdam years Arminius wrote some major texts 
on predestination, which however were published only after his death. 
The Amica Collatio with Fr. Junius, professor in Leiden, stems from 
1596-1598 and appeared in 1613. The Examen of Perkinss pamphlet on 
Predestination was written in 1602 and appeared in 1612. Meanwhile, 
Arminiuss practice as a pastor, especially during the Plague of 1601- 
1602, strengthened his conviction that the doctrine of predestination, 
when pushed too far, could bring believers in an unwholesome state of 
either anxiety or resignation. It stimulated him to search for an alternative 
to the current conceptions of divine rule, predestination and human 
freedom. 

In 1602 two of the three professors in theology at Leiden Univer- 
sity were killed by the Plague, just mentioned. For the succession of 
Junius several names came up, such as that of Johannes Piscator from 
Herborn, who was preferred by the remaining theological professor in 
Leiden, Franciscus Gomarus.? But Arminiuss name emerged as well, 
pushed by Wtenbogaert, who as prince Maurice's court chaplain was 


* In a letter to Wtenbogaert (29 October 1602) Arminius, who at that moment did 
not opt himself for the post at Leiden, wrote as well that Piscator was the most plausible 
candidate (see Bangs, Arminius, 233). 
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influential. Listening to warnings from Amsterdam, Gomarus initially 
resisted Arminiuss nomination, but after getting to know him in person 
he assented. After having taken his doctoral degree in July 1603, with 
Gomarus for a supervisor, in September of that year, Arminius presented 
himself as the new professor, by giving three lessons on the nature and 
purpose of theology. 

The strife that would connect the names of Arminius and Gomarus 
forever, started in February 1604. Up to that moment Arminiuss ideas on 
predestination had not been public knowledge. Now, following the cur- 
riculum of the faculty, he had to formulate theses on the subject, which 
a student had to defend in a public dispute. In these theses Arminius 
presented predestination as "the decree of the good pleasure of God in 
Christ" to justify "believers on whom He had decreed to bestow faith" 
(fideles, quos fide donare decrevit), and to give them eternal life. He 
emphasised that Christ was the foundation of this decree, not just the 
instrument by which it was executed: God in his grace has sent Christ, 
and it is God's will that anyone who beholds the Son and believes in Him 
will inherit eternal life (Haec est voluntas Dei ut omnis qui videt Filium & 
credit in Illum habeat vitam aeternam). 

What deserves our attention is (1) that, in these theses, Arminius 
narrows down predestination to the election of those who will be saved. 
He distances himself from the concept of a “double predestination,” 
which encompasses both election and reprobation. (2) Whether this 
"single" predestination-decree was taken before or after the fall —whether 
it was “supra-” or "infralapsarian"—is barely an issue. (3) Arminius 
considers Christ to be the ground of predestination: in sending his Son, 
God has decided to offer salvation to mankind, which has fallen to sin. 
And (4) he relates this salvation to faith: those who believe in the Son will 
inherit eternal life. So, to a certain extent, election and salvation are seen 
as conditional. It soon became clear how explosive these theses proved 
to be. On 31 October 1604, Gomarus responded in a public disputation, 
especially inserted into the programme. He advocated a drastic concept 
of predestination, in line with Bezas doctrines, i.e. supralapsarian and 
double (including election as well as reprobation). Arminius’s position 
was presented as an erroneous one: he belittled the absolute power of 
God by restricting His decrees to election, and by enlarging the role of 
Christ. And whats more, Arminius made election dependent on faith, 
as if Man, by choosing faith, could contribute to his own salvation. For 
Gomarus it was clear: his colleague had spoken falsely of the Almighty 
God and introduced Pelagian views. 
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The rumour that the two Leiden theologians were diametrically op- 
posed to one another spread in the church and over the country. Armin- 
ius’ old opponents, such as the ministers Plancius from Amsterdam and 
Hommius from Leiden, saw their suspicions against him confirmed. Old 
friends, like Wtenbogaert, supported him, also theologically. 

Further disputations clarified Arminius's intentions. For him the im- 
age of God was at stake: above all he saw Him as a God of love and 
salvation, and opposed the idea that evil had, from the beginning, been 
part of God's plans. God could not have been the "author of evil? but 
he was a creator, who had left room for human freedom, and who, by 
doing so, had taken the risk that man should commit sin. Thus evil firstly 
constituted a human responsibility, but God had decided, “in Christ,’ to 
offer his Grace to sinful Man. These elucidations only made things worse. 
To his enemies it became ever more obvious that, by diminishing the role 
of God and pleading for human freedom, Arminius distanced himself 
from the Reformed confession: the Confessio Belgica, the Catechism of 
Heidelberg. 

This gave a new dimension to the dispute. Arminius was convinced of 
the fact that his ideas on divinelove and human freedom could be proven 
Bible in hand. So, if they indeed were contrary to the Confession, the 
question was whether in this respect the Confession was reliably founded 
on the Bible, and, if that proved not to be the case, whether it should 
not be revised. In the address with which Arminius ended the year of 
his rectorship at Leiden University (8 February 1606), he brought up 
the problem of religious dissensions and the way to overcome them. He 
urged the necessity of a synod, to be held in a truly "fraternal" sphere, in 
which the participants should consider what, concerning the essential 
issues of faith, constituted the biblical truth. When they would have 
reached an agreement on these points, they should consider whether the 
Confession corresponded with it. If not, it should be reworded. As to the 
non-essential issues in faith: on these, unanimity was not of the essence; 
here, a certain amount of dissent should be tolerated. 

In that rectoral address another notable element occurred: Arminius's 
Erastian approach.? He stressed that it was the responsibility of the civil 
authorities to look after peace and mutual tolerance within the church. 


? The Swiss physician and theologian Erastus (1524-1583) argued that the sins of 
Christians should be punished by the state, not by the church withholding the sacraments. 
A generalisation of this, the idea that the state is supreme in church matters, is known as 
“Erastianism.” 
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In his view the common good required the interference of the magistrate 
in church matters, for it was in the interest of the whole community that 
there was peace within the church. So Arminius requested from the States 
of Holland that they convoke a council or synod in which the problems 
that had emerged could be solved with dignity and on a biblical basis. 

Already in March 1606 the States, headed by the Grand Pensionary 
Johan van Oldenbarnevelt, assented to the convocation of a National 
Synod “to revise the Confession and Catechism.” The Preparatory Con- 
vention for that Synod however, held in 1607, came to a deadlock. 
Arminius and Wtenbogaert got only two supporters for the idea of a 
synod that would have the Bible as its sole basis. A vast majority of thir- 
teen participants held to both Bible and Confession as the unshakeable 
foundation: to them a revision of the Confession was out of the ques- 
tion. So, for the time being, the idea of a National Synod was dropped. 
The attacks on Arminius became sharper: did not his plea for revision of 
the Confession prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that he was unfaithful 
to the Reformed cause? That his actions were part of a Roman Catholic 
conspiracy? 

Pressed hard by criticism and slander, Arminius once again, in vain, 
asked the States to summon a synod. Instead, Gomarus and he were 
heard by the High Court (May 1608). It judged, rather rashly, that the 
differences between the two were not fundamental, but had to do with 
non-essential points, on which a certain amount of discord should be 
tolerated—a judgment which for Arminius was easier to live with than 
for his opponents. So the attacks on him continued, a reason for Arminius 
to request the States for an opportunity to explain his views before that 
very body itself. 

On 30 October 1608 Arminius delivered the address to the States of 
Holland and West-Friesland, that was to be known as the Declaration of 
his Sentiments with respect to the Predestination ... (Verklaeringhe aen- 
gaende zijn ghevoelen ...). After initial complaints about the undeserved 
attacks directed at him, the main point Arminius dealt with was predes- 
tination. He refuted elaborately the prevailing Calvinist conceptions: the 
supralapsarist view, the idea (whether supra- or infralapsarian) of a “dou- 
ble" predestination. Against these he opposed his own concept of predes- 
tination, stressing (1) that "the first precise and absolute decree of God" 
concerned "the salvation of sinful Man": God had decreed to appoint his 
Son as the mediator and saviour of mankind. (2) God had decreed to 
"receive into favour" all those who repented and who believed in Christ, 
and to leave "under wrath" all the impenitent persons, all unbelievers. 
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(3) The third decree of God, so Arminius argued, had been to adminis- 
ter "in a sufficient and efficacious manner the means which were neces- 
sary for repentance and faith.” And (4) He had not decided beforehand 
who would come to repentance and belief, and who not, but He had fore- 
knowledge: God “knew from all eternity” those individuals who, through 
his Grace, would believe and persevere, and those who would not. Thus 
Arminius sought a middle course, leaving room for God's absolute decree 
on the one hand, and for human freedom and responsibility on the other: 
God had decreed to offer salvation to all men; those who accepted this 
offer and believed in Christ, would be saved; all men got the means for 
believing; God knew the outcome in fore. 

The address, which Gomarus delivered in December of that year 
before the same assembly proved that he was not at all impressed by 
Arminiuss Verklaeringhe. On the contrary, he labelled it unbiblical, he- 
retical and confused. In order to avoid further escalation, which would 
destabilise society, the States called on the two opponents to consent to 
a reconciliatory meeting. Such a meeting was organized in The Hague 
in August 1609. But Arminius, who suffered from tuberculosis, by then 
was already too ill. He was forced to return to Leiden, where he died on 
19 October 1609. 


ARMINIANISM IN THE NETHERLANDS AND IN EUROPE 


Arminiuss death did not stop the conflict. Soon after it his followers, 
led by Wtenbogaert, addressed themselves to the States with a Remon- 
strance, in which they once more advocated the Arminian version of the 
predestination doctrine, and pleaded a revision of the Confession. On 14 
January 1610 the draft of this Remonstrance was signed by 44 ministers. 
Henceforth those who sympathised with it were called “Remonstrants? 
In that same year Wtenbogaert emphasised, in his Treatment of the Office 
and Authority of a higher Christian government in Church affairs, that it 
was the task of the magistrate to supervise that faith is practised within 
the church in a truly Christian manner: a reminder for the States that they 
had to guarantee a dissident group like the Remonstrants a fair treatment. 

Thus, in the Netherlands “Remonstrantism” became the first branch 
of, and the usual name for, Arminianism. It is common knowledge that 
the early history was dramatic. All over the country the feelings pro and 
contra the Arminian (Remonstrant) ideas were running high. Attempts 
of civil authorities like Oldenbarnevelt and Grotius to bring about toler- 
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ance failed. Finally, at the instigation of Prince Maurice, who had taken 
the Counter-remonstrant side, Oldenbarnevelt, Grotius and others who 
were seen as supporters of the Remonstrant cause, undermining the 
strength of the nation, were arrested and severely punished. At the same 
time the States of Holland convened a National Synod, though not along 
Arminiuss lines, that is: not as a "fraternal" council that sought to recon- 
cile the parties. The Synod of Dort (1618-1619) was seen by the Remon- 
strants as a tribunal, merely organised to condemn them as heretics. The 
synod confirmed the unbroken authority of the Reformed Confession, 
albeit that the articles in which, against the Remonstrant opinions, the 
true Reformed idea of predestination was laid down, were not as strictly 
orthodox as Gomarus would have wanted. 

Remonstrant ministers, expelled from their ministry, in October of 
that year founded a Brotherhood of Remonstrant Ministers (Remon- 
strantse Broederschap). It would develop into a church which, in the 
wake of Arminius, gave room to ideas of human freedom and toler- 
ance, a church in which, later on, the insights of (early) Enlightenment 
and modernism were accepted, a church which, in the nineteenth and 
twentieth century, took the side of liberal Protestantism. With its Sem- 
inary, founded 1634 in Amsterdam, famous names are associated like 
those of—we restrict ourselves to its first century—Simon Episcopius 
(first apologist of a remonstrant theology), Etienne de Courcelles (Cur- 
cellaeus, who introduced the works of Descartes in the Netherlands), 
Philip van Limborch (champion of tolerance, Lockes friend) and Jean 
le Clerc (Clericus, the eminent Bible scholar). This Remonstrant Broth- 
erhood remained a Dutch phenomenon mainly, but Arminianism did 
not. 

In an early stage already the discussions that divided the church in the 
Netherlands had drawn attention all over Protestant, reformed Europe. 
Warnings against Arminiuss ideas began to spread via the correspon- 
dence that theologians maintained with one another. The famous Frane- 
ker theologian Sibrandus Lubbertus for instance, who had participated in 
the Prepatory Convention (1607), wrote his pen friends about it, shocked 
as he was by Arminiuss proposals at that meeting. Through him Pareus in 
Heidelberg, Fayus in Geneva, Trogus in Bern, and the Consistory of the 
Paris Reformed Congregation, were informed on this *matter that con- 
cerned all churches": Arminiuss disastrous idea to convoke a synod, not 
on the basis ofa collectively accepted Confession, but with the purpose of 
revising the Confession. Was this not "the most certain way to break up 
the church"? One of Lubbertuss letters, meant for Melville in London, 
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reached by a roundabout way Wtenbogaert, and provoked an answer 
by Arminius and Wtenbogaert, which also began to circulate through 
Europe.!? 

So from the very outset the strife had a European dimension. This 
became all the more apparent in the affair around the nomination of a 
successor for Arminius at Leiden University. The appointment of Con- 
rad Vorstius raised anger in the Reformed world: more than once this 
German theologian had been accused of (in the eyes of the mainstream 
theologians of that time) the worst of heresies: Socinianism. The fact 
that Arminius was said to have had friendly contacts with him," and 
that Wtenbogaert had exerted his influence in favour of him, made 
the Remonstrants suspect as well: didnt the truth about their hetero- 
doxy come to light now? Even the English King James intervened in 
the matter: Vorstius should be refused as a professor. James was anx- 
ious to protect Christian faith against extreme views, such as those of 
the Socinians. And of the Remonstrants as well? Hugo Grotius, on a 
diplomatic mission in London in 1613, tried to convince His Majesty of 
their orthodoxy, but it remains uncertain whether he succeeded in doing 
so.!? 

As is known, the National Synod of Dort, which eventually con- 
demned the Arminians, had a European dimension as well: the 26 for- 
eign theologians who were present at it represented the whole Reformed 
world. They came from the Palatine, Hessen, Bremen, Emden, Nassau, 
German-speaking Switzerland and Geneva. The French king had forbid- 
den that a delegation from his country should set off for the synod. King 
James, on the other hand, had sent a strong deputation on behalf of the 
Anglican Church. Later on, these Anglican theologians were joined by 
one from the Scottish Church. 

Ihe Reformed delegations at the Synod had been selected carefully 
by the organising authorities; they all supported the denunciation of the 
Arminians (Remonstrants). But Dort did not only stamp the Arminians 
as heretics, it aroused sympathy for them as well. So, from the beginning 


10 C. van der Woude, Sibrandus Lubbertus. Leven en werken, in het bijzonder naar zijn 
correspondentie (Kampen, 1963), 161-173. See also G.J. Hoenderdaal, “The debate about 
Arminius outside the Netherlands’ in Th.H. Lunsingh Scheurleer and G.H.M. Posthumus 
Meyjes (ed.), Leiden University in the Seventeenth Century. An exchange of learning 
(Leiden, 1975), 144-147. 

11 See Bangs, Arminius, 292. 

12 See Henk Nellen, Hugo de Groot. Een leven in strijd om de vrede (1583-1645) 
(Amsterdam, 2007), 135-143. 
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the Bremen delegates had pleaded a moderate course with respect to 
predestination.” It was mainly through their efforts that the Synod did 
not choose for an extreme, supralapsarian version of the predestination 
doctrine. But one of the Bremen theologians, Matthias Martinius, went 
further: his conception ofelection (that made Christ the author and cause 
of it, rather than its “effector”) sounded more like that of Arminius than 
of Calvin and Beza. And after the Synod he would, in an Arminian way, 
advocate a wise reticence with regard to the doctrines of predestination 
and election: these were issues that called for an omission of imposing 
absolute certainties upon one another. 

Bremen was not the only place where theologians sought a middle 
course between Calvinist orthodoxy and some sort of Arminianism. 
The protestant academy at Saumur, in France, was another example.!* 
Some decades after the Dort Synod Moise Amyraut, the main Saumurian 
theologian, would develop his “covenant theology,’ in which a place 
was given to the two covenant partners: God with his universal offer 
of salvation on the one hand, and Man, who gives or gives not his 
response to that offer, on the other. Such a theology would again and 
again arouse the suspicion that it gave too much room to human freedom 
and diminished the absolute power of God; it would be attacked as 
being Pelagian or ... Arminian. But from now on it would be hard to 
imagine protestant theology without the persistency of that (Arminian 
or semi-Arminian) voice. Generally speaking, “Arminianism” became 
the designation for a theology that doesn't put in the forefront the “total 
depravity" of man? and his absolute reliance on divine Grace, but the 
human capacity to answer positively to God's offer of salvation, and the 
capacity to approach, at least partially, the mysteries of faith by reason. 

Back to 1618-1619: "Ihe Remonstrants’ greatest impact at the Synod 
of Dort; Hoenderdaal wrote, “was on the English ... The English del- 
egates came to Dordrecht as opponents of Arminianism, but it seems 


13 W, Janse, Grenzeloos gereformeerd. Theologie aan het Bremer Gymnasium Illustre 
(1528-1810)(Amsterdam, 2004), 15-18. 

14 See Wilhelm Neuser in Handbuch der Dogmen- und Theologiegeschichte. Band 2 
(Gottingen, 1988), 2. Teil, Kap. XIL ‘Die calvinistischen Ramisten; $ 4: J. Arminius, die 
Remonstranten, die Schule von Saumur, 338-339. 

15 We use an emotionally charged term (cf. the popular and simplistic summary of the 
Calvinist doctrines, that was teached at Reformed schools and could be memorized easily 
with the help of the English acronym TULIP: “Total depravity, ‘Unconditional election; 
‘Limited atonement; ‘Irresistible grace; ‘Perseverance of the Saints’). 
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that many changed their attitude during the course of the assembly?!6 
Remarkable is the example of John Hales, who was in Dort not as a mem- 
ber of the royal delegation, but as an observer on behalf of the English 
ambassador. In the course of the meetings he drew closer and closer to 
the Remonstrants. According to a widespread anecdote he is supposed to 
have declared, impressed by one of Episcopius’s addresses to the Synod: 
“There I bid Calvin good-night?" Be that as it may, the English guests 
were shocked by the way in which the Remonstrants had been expelled 
from the church. Their reports on it contributed to "the growing sympa- 
thy which was felt in England for the Remonstrant position"? Arminian- 
ism became a well-known phenomenon there, be it a rather ambiguous 
one. 

In the first place, the name of Arminius soon became associated 
with the idea of the supremacy of the state over the church: hadn't 
Arminius (and Wtenbogaert) argued that it was the responsibility of 
a Christian government to guarantee good order within the church? 
That it had been a synod, convoked by the States, that had decided 
against the Arminians was the irony of history, but did not alter the 
"Arminian" principle: the government has to supervise on the order in the 
church. The term “Arminianism” became, surprisingly, connected with 
the specific position of the established Church of England. 

In contrast to this (and, it seems: with more reason), Arminius’s name 
was associated with the notion of freedom of conscience in matters 
of faith, and with the idea that no confession or synod can have an 
irrefutable power over the believers. The example ofthe Arminians influ- 
enced the Independents in England and elsewhere, the Dissenters who 
opposed confessionalism. 

Finally, over against the rational trend mentioned above (Arminians 
think it to be possible "to approach, at least partially, the mysteries of 
faith by reason"), another, more emotive one developed. Next to the 
"Arminianism of the head" an "Arminianism of the heart" came into 
being.'? Here, the notion that man is free to assent or not to assent to 
the truth of the Gospel is stressed. It is unclear whether John Wesley, the 
founder of Methodism, ever read a word of Arminiuss writing, but there 


16 G.J. Hoenderdaal, "The debate about Arminius outside the Netherlands; 153. 

17 Ibid., 155. 

18 Ibid., 155. 

1% Geoffrey F. Nuttal, "Ihe influence of Arminianism in England’ in McCulloh (ed.), 
Mans faith and freedom ..., 60-61. 
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was certainly a trait of Arminianism in his theology, in particular in the 
emphasis on conversion as a personal and well-considered “yes” towards 
Christ. It was not by accident that Wesley called his newly founded 
Methodist journal: The Arminian Magazine (1778).”° 


Tuis BOOK 


Where Arminianism appears to be such a miscellaneous phenomenon, 
the first thing to do seems to be: go back to Arminius himself. What did 
he say actually? What is the structure of his theology? In the first part of 
this book his works are at the centre. First of all, Keith Stanglin gives an 
overview ofthe research, that has been done since 1960, the celebration of 
Arminiuss 4ooth birthday. He concludes his essay with the proposal for 
a research programme for the years to come. A detailed “Arminian bibli- 
ography,’ including all known texts by Arminius and compiled by Stan- 
glin and Richard A. Muller, is meant as an instrument for further study 
(this bibliography is included at the end of the volume). The contribution 
of William den Boer is an attempt to give a fair characterisation of the 
whole of Arminius’s work, instead of focussing solely on the “heretic” ele- 
ments that always attract all attention. He depicts Arminius as “the the- 
ologian of God’s twofold love”: love for justice and love for sinners. Aza 
Goudriaan gives a survey of “Arminius’s reception of Augustine.” Is there 
a specific "Arminian" way of referring to the Church Father? And Eric 
Cossee explores the question of Arminiuss attitude towards Rome: was 
he inclined towards Roman Catholicism, as some of his critics claimed? 
The second part contains some studies on Arminianism and Europe 
in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Kestutis Daugirdas goes 
into the question whether or not Socinus (Sozzini) influenced the way 
in which early Remonstrants, like Episcopius and Curcellaeus, read the 
bible. He concludes that there was such an influence, and it went via 
Vorstius. In Andreas Mühlings contribution an example is given of how 
Reformed Europe generally reacted to Arminianism: the Herborn “Hohe 
Schule" was meant as a Reformed bulwark against heterodoxy. So its lead- 
ing theologian, Piscator (who had been a rival of Arminius for the Lei- 
den professorate in 1603), fiercely opposed the Arminian departure from 


20 The title The Arminian Magazine is used again since 1980 for a periodical of the 
Wesley Center for Applied Theology, connected with the Northwest Nazarene University 
(USA). 
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the proper Reformed principles. However, that the roles can be reversed 
becomes clear in Maria-Cristina Pitassi's essay on the changing climate 
in Geneva at the beginning of the next century: there, all of a sudden, the 
aversion to Arminian and Saumurian theology, makes way for sympa- 
thy. The remonstrant Jean le Clerc, who had needed to flee from Geneva, 
when it was dominated by the orthodox Francois Turrettini, became 
a close friend of Francois’ son Jean-Alphonse. In the last essay, David 
Steers gives many examples of the Arminian influence on Protestant Dis- 
senters and non-Subscribers in England and Ireland. Sometimes these 
influences went via Leiden, where many theologians from those coun- 
tries have studied. And sometimes the Arminian inspiration was found, 
of all places, in Geneva, the city of Jean- Alphonse Turrettini, friend of Le 
Clerc. 

The portraits in this book all represent Jacobus Arminius. In ‘Facing 
Arminius’ Marijke Tolsma gives a description of them, from the view- 
point of the history of arts. There must have been, so she observes, a 
portrait ad vivum of Arminius, that is now lost. After his death, this 
"oerafbeelding" has been copied many times, mainly in order to provide 
the newly founded Remonstrant congregations with portraits of their 
inspirer. The ‘Iconographia Arminiana is illustrated with a picture of 
almost all catalogue entries. All these pictures honoured, each in its own 
way, "Iacobus Arminius, Theol. Prof. Leijdens,” as do now, we hope, all 
the contributions to the present volume. 


(The English text has been revised by Sven Aalten) 
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ARMINIUS AND ARMINIANISM: 
AN OVERVIEW OF CURRENT RESEARCH 


KEITH D. STANGLIN 


“His historical significance neither a sympathizer nor an opponent can 
misunderstand?! This was the claim of Remonstrant professor H.Y. 
Groenewegen, who, exactly one century ago, said this about Jacobus 
Arminius on the occasion of the third centennial of the death. Reflect- 
ing now, with another century behind us, we can repeat this sentiment 
only with great qualification, for historians, theologians, and ministers 
too often continue to misunderstand and underestimate Arminiuss sig- 
nificance. In view of the enormous international impact of the school of 
thought that bears his name, and compared with the scholarly research 
devoted to other reformers of less prominence, study of the "historical 
Arminius” still has some catching up to do. In addition, among those 
who acknowledge his historical and theological significance, there is no 
consensus on the precise nature of his contribution or its significance. 
Is Arminius the harbinger of the future course of Remonstrantism, or a 
proponent of old Dutch Protestantism? Is he an irenic Reformed theolo- 
gian or a dogmatic Protestant scholastic? Perhaps he is a combination of 
all of these things, and more. 

The task of this essay is to provide an overview of current research 
on Arminius that will function as a bibliographical resource. Given that 
reassessments of Arminius and Arminianism tend to be carried out 
at approximately fifty-year intervals, in remembrance of the years of 
his birth and death (1559/1560 and 1609, respectively)? this study will 


! H.Y. Groenewegen, Jacobus Arminius op den driehonderd-jarigen gedenkdag van 
zijnen dood (Leiden, 1909), 24: “Zijn historische beteekenis kan geestverwant noch 
tegenstander miskennen” 

? See Adriaan Stolker, Jacobus Arminius herdacht, bij de tweehonderdste verjaring 
van zijnen dood, gevierd op den 22sten van wijnmaand des jaars 1809 (Leiden, 1809); 
Groenewegen, Jacobus Arminius; J.N. Bakhuizen van den Brink, ‘Arminius te Leiden; 
Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift 15/2 (1960), 81-89; G.J. Hoenderdaal, ‘Inleiding; in 
Verklaring van Jacobus Arminius, afgelegd in de vergadering van de Staten van Holland 
op 30 Oktober, 1608, ed. G.J. Hoenderdaal (Lochem, 1960), 8-41; idem, “The Life and 
Thought of Jacobus Arminius, Religion in Life 29/4 (1960), 540-547; idem, ‘De theolo- 
gische betekenis van Arminius; Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift 15/2 (1960), 90-98; 
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survey the research of the last half-century with special focus on the last 
quarter-century. Specifically, it will consider the most significant research 
since 1960 in the areas of Arminiuss life, his theology, and his immediate 
successors.? Finally, it will suggest directions for fruitful areas of future 
research. Recent studies have increasingly allowed us to come to grips 
with the identity of Arminius and ofthe movement he inspired, but there 
is yet much to be done. 


I. ARMINIUS's LIFE AND WORKS 


Research into Arminiuss life advanced with the 1971 publication of Carl 
Bangs5 biography.* This work was the first major treatment of Arminius's 
life since Maronier? and it remains the definitive biography of Arminius, 
a sine qua non for beginning students and a vade mecum for advanced 
scholars. As he examines Arminiuss life in three stages—from student to 
pastor to professor— Bangs excels in setting the story of Arminius in its 
social and ecclesial context, the detailed descriptions of which transport 
the reader to early modern Holland. 

Like Maroniers biography, Bangs is necessarily dependent on the 
early biographical works of Petrus Bertius and Caspar Brandt. The real 
strength of his contribution, however, is in the research carried out in 


GJ. Sirks, Arminius’ pleidooi voor de vrede der kerk [Referatenreeks uit Remonstrantse 
Kring 11] (Lochem, 1960); D. Tjalsma, Leven en strijd van Jacobus Arminius (Lochem, 
1960); Gerald O. McCulloh, ed., Mans Faith and Freedom: The Theological Influence of 
Jacobus Arminius (New York, 1962). 

The Remonstrantse Broederschap also marks the anniversaries of 1610, 1619 and 1634 
in commemoration ofthe signing ofthe Remonstrance, the founding ofthe Broederschap 
itself and of the Remonstrant Seminary, respectively. 

3 For recent surveys of scholarship on Arminius, see Richard A. Muller, God, Cre- 
ation and Providence in the Thought of Jacob Arminius: Sources and Directions of Scholastic 
Protestantism in the Era of Early Orthodoxy (Grand Rapids, 1991), pp. 3-14; Keith D. Stan- 
glin, Arminius on the Assurance of Salvation: The Context, Roots, and Shape of the Lei- 
den Debate, 1603-1609 [Brill’s Series in Church History 27] (Leiden/Boston, 2007), 2-9; 
William Gene Witt, ‘Creation, Redemption and Grace in the Theology of Jacob Arminius’ 
(Ph.D. diss., University of Notre Dame, 1993), 187-210. 

^ Carl O. Bangs, Arminius: A Study in the Dutch Reformation (1971; repr. Eugene, OR, 
1998). 

? Jan Hendrik Maronier, Jacobus Arminius, een biografie (Amsterdam, 1905). 

6 Petrus Bertius, De vita et obitu reverendi & clarissimi viri D. Iacobi Arminii oratio, in 
Opera, fols. 001-0004; Works 1:13-47; Caspar Brandt, The Life of James Arminius, D.D., 
trans. John Guthrie, with an intro. by T.O. Summers (Nashville, 1857). Cf. Nathan Bangs, 
The Life of James Arminius, D.D., Compiled from His Life and Writings, as Published by 
Mr. James Nichols (New York, 1843). 
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church and municipal archives.’ Although the depiction of Arminius has 
not been dramatically altered, such research has illuminated the details of 
the picture we have received. Perhaps not the most important, but prob- 
ably the most memorable, of these details is the discovery that Arminius 
was likely born before 1560, the traditional year of his birth.’ Bangs has 
also questioned the validity of the story of Arminiuss theological tran- 
sition from Bezan supralapsarianism to Melanchthonian infralapsarian, 
conditional predestination.? Bangs has shown this tale of Arminius's dra- 
matic predestinarian about-face, told at least as early as his funeral ora- 
tion by Bertius and still perpetuated in some secondary sources, to have 
little foundation. This well-researched, well-organized, and well-written 
biography has not been superseded. 

As we consider the works of Arminius, all Arminius scholars would 
acknowledge the essential importance of Arminiuss 1608 speech, known 
commonly in English as the Declaration of Sentiments. This speech, 
delivered 30 October 1608 and first printed in 1610, was addressed 
to the States of Holland assembled in The Hague. Arminius had been 
summoned ten days earlier to give his opinions on the controversial 
matters of theology. Because it contains Arminiuss mature judgments on 
the basic issues of debate, and because it is intended for a lay audience and 
thus lacks much of the scholastic jargon of the disputations, this speech 
is the most accessible point of entry into Arminius’ corpus. 

Despite its importance, few scholars have paused to consider that 
the “original” version most often employed is a translation not done 
by Arminius, and the only available English versions are but render- 
ings of this translation. The address was originally written, delivered, 
and printed in Dutch as the Verclaringhe,'° but, after Arminius’s death, 
it was quickly translated into Latin as Declaratio sententiae and included 
in the 1611 printing of Arminiuss Orationes. This Latin translation by 
one of Arminiuss friends was collected into the editions of the Opera and 
became the basis of seventeenth- and nineteenth-century English trans- 
lations, the Declaration of Sentiments. However, in 1960 Hoenderdaal re- 
issued Arminius’s Verklaring,!! which counts as the most recent edition 


7 Much of this work was done by his son, Jeremy D. Bangs. See Bangs, Arminius, 8. 

8 Bangs, Arminius, 26. 

9 Bangs, Arminius, 138-141. 

10 Arminius, Verclaringhe Iacobi Arminii saliger ghedachten, in zijn leven professor 
theologiae binnen Leyden (Leiden, 1610). 

1 Verklaring van Jacobus Arminius, afgelegd in de vergadering van de Staten van 
Holland op 30 Oktober, 1608, ed. G.J. Hoenderdaal (Lochem, 1960). 
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of any of Arminiuss major works, after the nineteenth-century English 
translations of his Opera theologica by James and William Nichols and 
William R. Bagnall and the printing of his Latin poems from his student 
days in Geneva."? Before the 1960 reprinting, scholars had depended on 
these less than accurate translations and had rarely been able to go back 
to Arminius’ original Dutch. Hoenderdaal's edition, complete with vari- 
ant readings based on Arminius’ manuscript, has superseded the others 
as the basis for research on this most important statement of Arminiuss 
theology. 

Another substantial contribution to the life and works of Arminius 
is the facsimile reproduction of the auction catalogue of Arminius's 
library. This list of books is particularly useful for the intellectual con- 
textualization of Arminius. It can bring the important matter of Armini- 
uss influences into sharper focus. To be certain, to acknowledge the pres- 
ence of an author or book in Arminiuss personal collection is not suffi- 
cient per se to demonstrate direct influence on him. He surely did not 
read, much less agree with, all of his own books, and he could supple- 
ment his limited set with the university library’s collection. But in a day 
before online books and modern library lending, Arminius was depen- 
dent on and limited by his collection in a way that we are not bound by 
ours. Thus, the inventory of his books reflects the variety of sources that 
were easily accessible to him and is indicative of the breadth and depth 
of his knowledge and interest. 

A glance at the contents of Arminiuss library not only can help con- 
firm his direct awareness of the sources he explicitly quotes, but it can 
also bolster any case for his use of particular sources he does not explicitly 
quote. Arminius possessed large quantities of ancient philosophers and 
church fathers, represented most by Aristotle, Cicero, John Chrysostom, 
Jerome, and Augustine. His sixteenth-century Reformed predecessors— 
especially, Calvin, Beza, and Junius—are also widely represented. The 
presence of these sources should come as no surprise to readers of 
Arminius, but as a corroboration of the influence one sees in his works. 
In addition to these Reformed figures, it further illuminates Arminius to 


12 Jacobus Arminius, The Works of James Arminius, London ed., trans. James Nichols 
and William Nichols, 3 vols. (1825, 1828, 1875; repr. Grand Rapids, 1986); The Writings 
of James Arminius, American ed., trans. James Nichols and William R. Bagnall, 3 vols. 
(1853; repr. Grand Rapids, 1977); idem, Quelques poésies de Jacques Arminius composées 
pendant son séjour en Suisse, ed. H. de Vries de Heekelingen (La Haye, 1925). 

13 The Auction Catalogue of the Library of J. Arminius, a facsimile edition with an 
introduction by Carl O. Bangs (Utrecht, 1985). 
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find a substantial amount of Erasmus and Melanchthon in his library. 
Moreover, the influence of some of these authors on Arminius is still 
debated. For example, the fact that Arminius owned the second edition 
of Luis de Molina’s Concordia (1595) ought to be relevant to the question 
of whether Arminius was a “Molinist.” 

Besides these offerings, there have been other supplements to the study 
of Arminiuss life, some of which underscore various aspects of his life 
during specific periods. Such examples of biographical attention can be 
found in studies devoted to other topics, such as the monographs by 
Dekker and Stanglin.!^ Furthermore, to supplement the excerpts from 
Arminiuss letters available in the London edition of his Works, Dekker 
has provided a full English translation of Epistola 26 from Arminius 
to Wtenbogaert.? All these contributions combine to provide a fuller 
account of who Arminius was and to present a more nuanced context 
in which his theology should be interpreted. 


II. ARMINIUS's THEOLOGY 


There have been a number of investigations of Arminiuss thought in 
recent decades, so the scope of this section must be narrowed. Articles 
of varying quality that purport to expound Arminiuss theology in only a 
few pages are necessarily superficial in their handling of the material.!^ In 
what follows, we will bracket out minor pieces and focus on book-length 
contributions and major articles that have advanced the discussion of 
certain topics that have risen to prominence in Arminius scholarship in 


14 For a biographical sketch that emphasizes Arminius's student years, see Evert Dek- 
ker, Rijker dan Midas: Vrijheid, genade en predestinatie in de theologie van Jacobus 
Arminius, 1559-1609 (Zoetermeer, The Netherlands, 1993), 19-53, 256-273. For empha- 
sis on Arminiuss life as a university professor, see Stanglin, Arminius on the Assurance of 
Salvation, 19-70. 

5 Dekker, Jacobus Arminius and His Logic: Analysis of a Letter; Journal of Theological 
Studies 44 (1993), 118-142, here 138-142. 

16 Some of the more reliable of these brief treatments, useful for beginners, are Carl 
Bangs, Arminius: An Anniversary Report; Christianity Today 5 (Oct. 10, 1960), 15- 
19; idem, ‘Arminius and the Reformation; Church History 30 (1961), 155-170; idem, 
"Introduction; in Works 1: vii-xxix; Hoenderdaal, 'Arminius, Jacobus (Hermansz); in 
BLGNP 2:33-37; idem, "Ihe Life and Struggle of Arminius in the Dutch Republic; in 
Gerald McCulloh, ed., Mans Faith and Freedom, 11-26; idem, "Ihe Life and Thought 
of Jacobus Arminius; Religion in Life 29/4 (1960), 540-547; Stanglin, 'Arminianism; 
in Global Dictionary of Theology, ed. William A. Dyrness and Veli-Matti Kärkkäinen 
(Downers Grove, 2008), 61-63. 
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the last quarter-century. Again, the purpose is descriptive, to summarize 
these contributions and the current status quaestionis." 

In 1988, Richard Muller began his article on the Christological prob- 
lem in the thought of Arminius by calling for a “new perspective 
on Arminius’ theology"? In the older perspective, Arminius is viewed 
through the grid of the later Remonstrant controversy and Synod of 
Dort and their debates over predestination and soteriology, depicting an 
Arminius who altered only one locus but otherwise remained Reformed. 
The new perspective, however, acknowledges the confessional codifica- 
tion of Reformed theology that had already taken place by the time of 
Arminiuss tenure in Leiden. Arminius's departure from one important 
point of the Reformed system had repercussions throughout his entire 
theology, resulting in “a systematic alternative" to Reformed theology 
(145-146). 

Therefore, Muller does not employ predestination as the starting point 
for investigating Arminius. Rather, he begins with the other, lesser- 
known Arminian controversy in Leiden—the Christological controversy 
between Arminius and his colleague, Lucas Trelcatius, Junior. The issue 
at stake was Arminiuss refusal to refer to Christ as autotheos in the same 
way the Father is described as autotheos. According to Muller, this refusal 
was a departure from Reformed Trinitarian orthodoxy, and amounted to 
a subordinationist tendency (153-155, 159). Muller attempts to show its 
connection to Arminiuss doctrines of predestination and salvation. In 
the end, Muller acknowledges that the basic difference in the Arminian 
system is the affinity for soteriological synergism (163). 

Muller develops his new perspective on Arminius further in his God, 
Creation, and Providence in the Thought of Jacob Arminius (1991). 
Because of its significant contribution, this book deserves extended treat- 
ment here. After a chapter on Arminius historiography, in which he illus- 
trates the older perspective at work, Muller proceeds to set Arminiuss 
theology in its proper context. As an extension of Muller's considerable 


17 Works that analyze Arminius in relationship with later Arminianism will be dealt 
with in the next section. 

18 Muller, "The Christological Problem in the Thought of Jacobus Arminius; NAKG 
68 (1988), 145-165, here 146. Subsequent page references will appear parenthetically in 
the text. This echoes the call from Muller, “The Federal Motif in Seventeenth-Century 
Arminian Theology; NAKG 62/1 (1982), 102-122, where he describes Arminiuss alter- 
ations to Reformed theology as generating “profound architectonic changes" (102-103). 

1? Muller, God, Creation and Providence in the Thought of Jacob Arminius: Sources and 
Directions of Scholastic Protestantism in the Era of Early Orthodoxy (Grand Rapids, 1991). 
Subsequent page references will appear parenthetically in the text. 
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work on Protestant scholasticism, he argues that a significant part of 
Arminiuss context, too often overlooked in scholarship, is the scholastic 
method. In a sense, this monograph is really an examination of scholas- 
tic Protestantism in the era of early orthodoxy, as its subtitle indicates, 
featuring Arminius as the case study. Like his contemporaries in the 
Reformed Church, Arminius was part of a protest movement that was 
now becoming established and could survive Roman Catholic polemics 
only through institutional and doctrinal standardization and academic 
respectability. The revival of scholasticism in the second half of the six- 
teenth century, for both Roman Catholics and Protestants, was based 
on the method of high medieval scholastic theology, but also included 
an eclectic Renaissance Aristotelianism, sometimes filtered through the 
logic of Petrus Ramus. Arminius and his contemporaries learned this 
heuristic method in the newly established Protestant universities and 
then honed it throughout their own careers. Furthermore, this rebirth of 
scholasticism was generally Thomist in character. What Muller explores 
is how Arminius took this “Calvinist Thomism” in some different direc- 
tions from his contemporaries, and how these scholastic tendencies can 
provide an explanation for some ofthe foundational motifs in Arminiuss 
theology (47). The picture of Arminius developed here also challenges 
the older and venerable portrayal of Arminius as a biblical theologian 
over against scholasticism. 

In the next sections, Muller deals with issues related to Arminiuss the- 
ological prolegomena and theology proper. He notes that, for Arminius, 
theology is primarily a practical, not a speculative, discipline.” That is, 
theology leads toward a goal beyond itself, namely, salvation and the 
enjoyment of God (62-66). Muller also claims that Arminius is probably 
a philosophical intellectualist, which, in the typical medieval model, did 
not comport with a practical view of theology (78).?! This unusual com- 
bination of intellectualism and a practical end to theology is evidence 
of Arminiuss eclectic scholasticism, reflected again when he employs 
Thomistic proofs for the existence of God, but with a healthy dose of 


? Before Muller, Hoenderdaal highlighted the practical nature of Arminius' theology. 
See Hoenderdaal, ‘De theologische betekenis, 98: “Ook in dit licht blijkt de theologie van 
Arminius een ‘theologia practica!” Idem, “Ihe Life and Thought of Jacobus Arminius; 
Religion in Life 29/4 (1960), 540-547. 

?! Muller later returned to the question and soteriological implications of Arminius's 
intellectualism in his “The Priority of the Intellect in the Soteriology of Jacob Arminius; 
Westminster Theological Journal 55 (1993), 55-72. 
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Scotist and nominalist critique (99, 109).? Arminius is part of the Protes- 
tant development of an elaborate doctrine of God, whose essence is said 
to be simple, infinite, immense, immutable, and impassible. His dis- 
cussions follow the logical order of Aquinas, but also exhibit influence 
from Franciscus Junius and Francisco Suárez. Muller goes on to expound 
Arminiuss doctrine of divine knowledge, which, in its affirmation of 
scientia media, is closer to Molina than to Suárez or Aquaviva (161- 
163). This first Protestant use of scientia media introduces a nuanced 
way for Arminius to make a claim that was not new, but was contro- 
versial in his Reformed context: God elects for salvation logically subse- 
quent to foreseen faith. God's knowledge then regulates his will, whose 
object is goodness— specifically, God's own goodness, and the creatures 
goodness through himself (173). Muller delineates a variety of distinc- 
tions that Arminius proposes as beneficial for understanding God's one 
will. Perhaps the most important of these distinctions is that between the 
antecedent and consequent will of God. Arminius, unlike his Reformed 
contemporaries, defines this distinction in relation to the temporal acts 
of creatures, so between these two moments the will of the creature inter- 
venes. 

The divine will then regulates the divine potentia ad extra, which 
brings Muller to Arminiuss ideas about creation and providence. For 
Arminius, since God wills the creatures good, God's act of creation 
is also intended for the creatures good. This claim, of course, rules 
out supralapsarianism, where creation is a means to destruction. As 
the Reformed stressed divine omnipotence in Gods relationship with 
creation, Arminius emphasized God's self-limitation and the integrity 
of the created order and freedom of the creature. God's providential 
concurrence with creation is more removed than it is for Arminiuss 
Reformed contemporaries, bringing causal distance between God and 
sinful actions. In sum, God's voluntary self-limitation in creation opens 
the door to reciprocity in this relationship. Muller concludes that if the 
Reformed systems can be called a theology of grace, Arminiuss system 
can be called a theology of creation (268). 

In light of Muller's monograph, the issue that has generated the most 
controversy has to do with his “new perspective" on Arminius, namely, 
whether Arminius can legitimately be called “Reformed.” Muller argued 


? Cf also the important contribution on Arminius of John Platt, Reformed Thought 
and Scholasticism: The Arguments for the Existence of God in Dutch Theology, 1575-1650 
[SHCT 29] (Leiden, 1982), 148-159. 
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that Arminiuss system was sufficiently different from Reformed stan- 
dards that one can, even with reference to Arminius’s own lifetime, con- 
trast Reformed and Arminian. This discussion is anticipated by Hoen- 
derdaal, who compares and contrasts Arminius and Calvin in a way that 
reflects the older perspective that Arminius was Reformed except on 
one point.” Recognizing that Calvin was not viewed as the sole touch- 
stone for Reformed theology in The Netherlands, Bangs sought to move 
beyond Hoenderdaals method of sizing up Arminius with Calvin, and 
he asked whether Arminius should be regarded properly as a "Dutch 
Reformed” theologian.” Bangs answered in the affirmative. Gerard 
Brandt long ago observed that the term “Reformed” could designate 
either the older Dutch Protestants or the more recently arrived Calvin- 
ists. Bangs categorized Arminius in the former class. He pointed out, 
as had Hoenderdaal, that the Calvinist synods that sanctioned the Bel- 
gic Confession and Heidelberg Catechism before the national Synod of 
Dort (1618-1619) had only regional status and were not seen as binding 
on the Dutch Reformed Church, or, for that matter, on Arminius (212). 
Moreover, Arminius even subscribed to the Belgic Confession and Hei- 
delberg Catechism, thoroughly Reformed documents (218-219). Bangs 
asserts that to read Arminius out of the Dutch Reformed Church is an 
anachronistic employment of Dort’s restrictive definition of Reformed 
theology (212, 218). In the wake of Muller’s work, Bangs declared that, 
on the level of dogmatics, Muller “has pointed out convincingly that 
there were sharp and fundamental differences between Arminius and his 
opponents?” Bangs reiterated, however, that it is historically inaccurate 
to cast Arminius outside of Reformed theology. 

Muller has recently responded with a thoroughgoing historical 
analysis of the question whether Arminius was Reformed.” He first 
observes that the attempt to establish Arminiuss place as a Reformed 


B E.g., see Hoenderdaal, ‘De theologische betekenis; 92: "In hoofdzaken hangt Ar- 
minius een rechtvaardigingsleer aan, die gelijk is aan die van Calvijn” Ibid., 93-94: “In 
deze stelling [van predestinatie] nemen wij wederom dezelfde afwijking van de leer van 
Calvijn waar? “Ook hier zijn de Calvinistische wortels duidelijk aanwezig? Ibid., 95: “Ook 
dit is goed Calvinistisch, als men wil” 

*4 Bangs, Arminius as a Reformed Theologian, in The Heritage of John Calvin: Heritage 
Hall Lectures, 1960-1970, ed. John H. Bratt (Grand Rapids, 1973), 209-222, here 214-216. 
Subsequent page references will appear parenthetically in the text. 

25 Bangs, ‘Review of Richard Muller, God, Creation, and Providence; Church History 
66/1 (1997), 118-120, here 119. 

26 Muller, ‘Arminius and the Reformed Tradition; Westminster Theological Journal 
70/1 (2008), 19-48. Subsequent page references will appear parenthetically in the text. 
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theologian by, on the one hand, dismissing the sixteenth-century Dutch 
synods from normative status and, on the other hand, acknowledging 
that Arminius accepted the confessional standards imposed by these syn- 
ods, is a dual approach, each of which should render the other unneces- 
sary (24). In a sense, it should make the case for being Reformed easier 
if only one of these points must be demonstrated. Muller proceeds to 
counter both arguments. First, with respect to the status of the synods, 
the three national synods, which were not convened by the States Gen- 
eral, were not for this reason viewed as lacking authority. The regional 
synods that met outside the Dutch borders were also not undermined; 
they did so because of persecution. Moreover, Arminius himself recog- 
nized the authority of the synodical decisions concerning the confes- 
sional standards (30). Second, with respect to those standards, Muller 
argues that, even if the documents left some wiggle room for Arminiuss 
views, the authorial intent behind them, which ruled out his views, was 
clearly known to Arminius (33-35). Furthermore, those very Dutch syn- 
ods had set the precedent for censuring theologians who came teaching 
conditional predestination. At the very least, this indicates that the Dutch 
churches had already decided the correct interpretation of the confes- 
sional standards and what they ruled out (37-39). 

Perhaps there is more common ground in this debate than is at first 
apparent. Muller concludes that Arminius was certainly Reformed in the 
ecclesial sense, in his subscription to the standards, and in the colloquial 
sense of Dutch Protestant (47). This much is indubitable and agreeable to 
all interpretations. Muller also concludes that, on the basis of the confes- 
sional standards and their interpretation in the Dutch churches during 
Arminius’s own lifetime (not just at Dort), Arminius was not Reformed 
(47-48). Again, the majority of interpreters would agree that Arminius 
was at least out of step with most Dutch Reformed clergy and theolo- 
gians of his own day.” Theologians and historians continue to debate the 
point? but they must deal with Muller’s arguments. At any rate, whether 


27 Muller, Arminius and the Reformed Tradition; 39: “What should remain incon- 
testable is that, however Arminius and his allies in the Dutch Reformed Church attempted 
to interpret the words of the Belgic Confession and the Heidelberg Catechism, authorial 
intention and the plain reading of the text by most Reformed clergy and theologians stood 
against them.” 

28 E.g., cf. Roger E. Olson, Arminian Theology: Myths and Realities (Downers Grove, 
2006), 44-60; with Stanglin, ‘Review of Roger Olson, Arminian Theology; Calvin The- 
ological Journal 43/1 (2008), 150-153. And cf. Stanglin, Arminius on the Assurance of 
Salvation, pp. 237-243; with Jeremy D. Bangs, ‘Review of Keith D. Stanglin, Arminius on 
the Assurance of Salvation, Church History 77/4 (2008), 1054-1057. 
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or not one agrees with his conclusion about Arminiuss relationship to 
Reformed orthodoxy, Muller’s “new perspective" on Arminius has set the 
precedent for appreciating the whole of his theology as something more 
complex and interesting than just another mild form of Calvinism. 

In 1993, Eef Dekker published Rijker dan Midas, whose title is a refer- 
ence to the comment in a letter by Arminius that he would rather under- 
stand predestination and providence than possess the wealth of Midas. 
Dekker therefore took the familiar topic of predestination and exam- 
ined Arminiuss ongoing pursuit of this topic, setting it in its scholastic 
philosophical context in a way that had not been done before. Dekker 
introduces the problem as part of the continual debate regarding the 
tension between divine grace and human freedom.” He gives a sketch 
of Arminiuss life and writings that will be relevant to his essay. Dekker 
proceeds, on the basis especially of Arminius's examinations of Perkins 
and Gomarus, to analyze Arminius’s concept of modality and degrees of 
freedom. Arminiuss distinctions employed terminology that was unique 
among his contemporaries and, at best, somewhat confusing (55, 75). 
Dekker, stressing Arminiuss theological commitment to ruling out any 
theory that excludes human freedom or makes God the author of evil 
(104), then discusses Molinas theory of scientia media, which was taken 
up by Arminius, and Arminiuss theory of the divine will. Here Dekker 
treats, among other things, the important topics of God's indirect and 
permissive will, as well as the antecedent and consequent will (119-124). 

The second main part of the study investigates Arminius on freedom, 
grace, and predestination. Dekker shows how Arminiuss distinctions in 
the degrees of human freedom absolve him of Pelagianism and impact 
his views on the resistibility of grace and on faith (154-155, 172-176). 
Dekker argues that scientia media is decisive for Arminiuss doctrine 
of predestination, which Dekker names "eigenschappen-predestinatie;"? 
that is, predestination based on the property of belief or unbelief, divinely 
known and consequently actualized on the basis of scientia media. In his 
final summary of Arminiuss theology, he concludes that Arminius was 
a "Protestant Molinist" (236). Throughout his work, Dekker rigorously 
analyzes and assesses the coherence of Arminiuss logic and does not 
hesitate to pose systematic questions that Arminius leaves unanswered 


? Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 1. 

30 Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 183-184: "Immers, het decreet Gods bepaalt dat mensen 
met bepaalde eigenschappen zullen worden verdoemd, en mensen met andere eigen- 
schappen zullen worden behouden.” 
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(for example, 230). He argues that Arminius is not always consistent, 
sometimes using a diachronic model that actually assumes determinism 
(239-241). 

Dekker’s thesis that Arminius turns out to be a determinist was ex- 
panded in an article on Arminiuss logic.?! This key argument has yet 
to receive any response. In response to Witt's conclusion that Arminius 
was not a Molinist,? Dekker also revisited Arminiuss Molinism in 1996, 
arguing that Arminius indeed endorsed the theory of divine scientia 
media.” Since the studies of Muller, Dekker, and Witt, the significant 
question of Arminiuss Molinism has not received any technical analysis. 

My own contribution to the discussion of Arminius’s thought is the 
2007 publication of my revised dissertation, which was complete in 
2005.” It offers a detailed examination of his doctrine of the assurance of 
salvation, and illustrates a method of comparative analysis of his theology 
that takes full account of his academic context. After setting Arminius 
in his context as a university professor, I make the case for using his 
public disputations conducted at the university as a reliable indicator of 
his theology. This case includes inquiring about the authorship of these 
disputations. Although their authorship is at first glance ambiguous, 
most Arminius scholars have simply assumed his authorship of these 
disputations. I set out several arguments in favor of his authorship and 
conclude that Arminius is the primary author (47-58). In conjunction 
with the whole range of his other works, the Leiden disputations of 
Arminius and his colleagues, most of which have hitherto gone unused, 
become a means for comparing and contrasting Arminius with his most 
proximate colleagues and discovering the shape of the Leiden theology, 
especially regarding the topic of soteriology. 

With this method in hand, the study then proceeds to a discussion 
of Arminius’s doctrine of salvation, arguing for a distinction between 
the ontological and epistemological questions of salvation. In address- 
ing the ontological question regarding salvation per se, a number of sig- 
nificant findings are noteworthy. One controversial issue that has puz- 
zled many theologians arises from Arminius’ apparently contradictory 
statements regarding the possibility of apostasy. This study concludes 


Dekker, ‘Jacobus Arminius and His Logic; 118-142. 

Witt, 'Creation, Redemption, and Grace: 

Dekker, “Was Arminius a Molinist?’ SCJ 27/2 (1996), 337-352. 

Stanglin, Arminius on the Assurance of Salvation. Subsequent page references will 
appear parenthetically in the text. 
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that Arminius indeed believed in the possibility of renouncing faith that 
results in loss of salvation (130-139). Arminius distinguished between 
the possibility and actuality of apostasy, but denied teaching that final 
apostasy actually happens. He also delineates four different motivations 
for sin, one of which causes a fall, namely, the sin out of malice. For 
Arminius, grace which is necessary for salvation is resistible every step 
of the way. 

Another principal point has to do with Arminiuss alternative teach- 
ing on predestination. Arminiuss doctrine of predestination, and its con- 
comitant dissent from the standard Reformed doctrine, is motivated to 
a large degree by its practical outcome (83-93). This point about pre- 
destination shows the connection with the epistemology of salvation, 
the question of how one knows he is saved. In Arminiuss estimation, a 
correct soteriology should tread the middle way between securitas and 
desperatio; that is, predestination ought to result in a healthy, biblical 
assurance of salvation. A survey of the traditional usage of these con- 
cepts shows that securitas, which some Reformed theologians explicitly 
promoted, designated a presumptuous carelessness about salvation, and 
desperatio meant a hopeless despair about ever gaining salvation. Both of 
these dangers, which Arminius called the "pests of religion and of souls;" 
he witnessed in his pastoral ministry among the Reformed in Amster- 
dam, and he saw these dangers as the logical outcome of Reformed pre- 
destination (180-191). 

My analysis goes on to show how Arminiuss doctrine of assurance 
compares with that of his colleagues. Arminius and his Reformed con- 
temporaries offered a similar set of a posteriori testimonies of salvation. 
The difference came in the a priori grounding of this assurance in the 
doctrine of God. According to Arminius, it is the twofold love of God 
—his love of righteousness and his love of sinful creatures—that forms 
the foundation of the Christian religion (219-231). On the one hand, the 
assertion that God loves each creature for the end of salvation, an affir- 
mation that Arminiuss colleagues were not willing to make, mitigates 
against despair that causes one to worry whether one is actually irrevo- 
cably reprobate. On the other hand, the assertion that God loves righ- 
teousness eliminates the arrogant security of the impenitent who have 
no worries at all about their sin. Assurance was, for Arminius, a pastoral 
problem that, along with the problem of evil and the harmony of divine 
grace and human freedom, motivated him to seek clarification in his the- 
ology. The ground of assurance, he found, was in the character of God and 
his self-limiting love toward creation (243-244). 
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Two other recent studies may be mentioned. In 2006, F. Stuart Clarke 
published an investigation of Arminiuss Christology, entitled The 
Ground of Election.” Clarke argues that Arminius’s doctrine of the person 
and work of Christ is fundamental to his theology as a whole, described 
by Clarke as “Christocentric.” Throughout his work, Clarke offers his the- 
ological evaluations of Arminius and his contemporaries, and "Christo- 
centricity" functions as the main criterion for his positive assessment of 
theological system. He emphasizes that Arminius regarded Christ as the 
foundation of election, and not a mere means of predestination, as in 
the systems of Arminiuss opponents. Clarke's method is basically to go 
through Arminiuss Private Disputations to see where Arminius men- 
tions Christ, and then to summarize those sections. As Clarke concludes 
his study, he has trouble understanding how Arminius could elevate the 
centrality of Christ, yet at the same time hold to a subordinationist trini- 
tarianism.? 

The most recent piece, a 2008 dissertation by William den Boer, takes 
the concept of God's righteousness, along with God's twofold love intro- 
duced in my work, and argues that it is the “fundamental concept in 
the total structure of Arminius's theology"? Although it is a derivative 
effort, he does offer a theological analysis of how this concept affects 
various topics in Arminiuss theology, contrasting Calvins view of the 
unknowability of God’s justice. Den Boer also examines the reception of 
Arminiuss theology at the Hague Conference of 1611. 


III. ARMINIANISM 


The preceding survey, which is not an exhaustive account of all the 
work recently done on Arminius, attempts to highlight and summarize 
the most important contributions to our understanding of his life and 
thought. The present section will attempt to do the same for scholarship 
that deals more broadly with Arminianism, including analyses that com- 
pare Arminius with other figures. 


?» F Stuart Clarke, The Ground of Election: Jacobus Arminius Doctrine of the Work and 
Person of Christ [Studies in Christian History and Thought] (Waynesboro, GA, 2006). 

36 Clarke, Ground of Election, 174. 

37 William den Boer, "Duplex amor Dei: contextuele karakteristiek van de theologie 
van Jacobus Arminius (1559-1609)' (Ph.D. diss., Theologische Universiteit Apeldoorn, 
2008), 319. 
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Arminius has been compared to a wide variety of figures, some of 
whom would have had little sympathy for him (for example, Karl Barth). 
There has been some attention given to the “forerunners” of Arminian- 
ism in relation to Arminius himself,** but this has not been the focus of 
much research. Great attention in the last half-century has been on the 
question of theological continuity between Arminius and the Remon- 
strants, his direct theological heirs in The Netherlands. In 1980, Hoen- 
derdaal began his article on Arminius and Episcopius by stating the 
"known fact" that Remonstrant theology departed from Arminius in 
the direction of Enlightenment rationalism.” He then asked whether 
these developments were latent in Arminiuss own thought, and on which 
points Arminius differed from his successor, Simon Episcopius. Hoen- 
derdaal pointed out the discontinuities between the Remonstrance of 
1610, drawn up by Wtenbogaert but taken as an accurate representation 
of Arminiuss theology, and the Opinions of the Remonstrants, drawn 
up by Episcopius in 1618. Hoenderdaal then dealt with the influence of 
Socinianism on Remonstrant theology, as well as the role of reason in the 
thought of Episcopius. 

John Mark Hicks entered the conversation about continuity and dis- 
continuity with his dissertation from 1985.“ By means of extensive com- 
parison between Arminius and the later Remonstrant Philip van Lim- 
borch on their doctrines of grace, Hicks emphasizes the discontinu- 
ity between the evangelical theology of Arminius and the rationalistic 
Remonstrant approach of Limborch. Mark Ellis, in his recent book on 
the doctrine of original sin, compares Arminius and Episcopius on this 
issue and stresses that, although there are some significant theological 
and methodological differences, Episcopius develops trajectories already 
anticipated by Arminius.*! Ellis has also translated the Remonstrant con- 
fession of 1621, written by Episcopius, into English.” 


38 E.g., see Stanglin, ‘““Arminius avant la lettre": Peter Baro, Jacob Arminius, and the 
Bond of Predestinarian Polemic, Westminster Theological Journal 67 (2005), 51-74. 

?? Hoenderdaal, ‘Arminius en Episcopius; NAKG 60 (1980), 203-235, here 203. 

^ John Mark Hicks, "Ihe Theology of Grace in the Thought of Jacobus Arminius 
and Philip van Limborch: A Study in the Development of Seventeenth-Century Dutch 
Arminianism (Ph.D. diss., Westminster Theological Seminary, 1985). The main points of 
this work are summed up in idem, "Ihe Righteousness of Saving Faith: Arminian versus 
Remonstrant Grace; Evangelical Journal 9 (Spring 1991), 27-39. 

4 Mark A. Ellis, Simon Episcopius’ Doctrine of Original Sin [American University 
Studies, Series 7: Theology and Religion 240] (New York, 2006), 182-185. 

? Episcopius, The Arminian Confession of 1621, trans. Mark A. Ellis [Princeton Theo- 
logical Monograph Series] (Eugene, 2005). 
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Only a few ofthe worthy studies devoted to Arminianism will be men- 
tioned here. The collection of essays entitled Mans Faith and Freedom 
focuses on the theological influence of Arminius.“ The essays variously 
note the vast differences that exist between Arminius and his theologi- 
cal heirs today, but also demonstrate how Arminianism quickly became 
associated not only with evangelical Wesleyanism, but also with Arian- 
ism, Socinianism, and Unitarianism. In like manner, In het spoor van 
Arminius contains essays that focus on Remonstrantism from the seven- 
teenth through the twentieth century, with several contributions on the 
implications for present-day constructive theology.* Other, more recent 
works deal with the theological development of Remonstrantism and 
religious toleration, particularly in connection with Socinianism.* The 
Remonstrant figure who has received more scholarly attention than the 
rest of Arminianism research combined is the theologian and biblical 
scholar Hugo Grotius, whose influence in the fields of political theory 
and law goes well beyond his ties to Arminianism. As J.P. Heering said, 
“Hugo Grotius is one ofthe few figures of the seventeenth century Dutch 
Golden Age who can still claim worldwide fame.”*° 

Finally, a crucial question remains as to the definition and parame- 
ters of Arminianism. If Arminianism were to encompass a broad anti- 
Calvinism that is descriptive of everything from Protestant de-confes- 
sionalization to Methodism to open theism, all of which may look to 
Arminius as their theological forerunner, the bibliography of Arminian- 
ism would expand exponentially. To avoid opening the door to a myriad 
of more remote studies, we clearly have chosen to work with a narrow 
definition of Arminianism for this essay. 


8 Gerald ©. McCulloh, ed., Mans Faith and Freedom; the Theological Influence of 
Jacobus Arminius (New York, 1962). 

“4 In het spoor van Arminius: schetsen en studies over de Remonstranten in verleden en 
heden aangeboden aan Prof. Dr. G.J. Hoenderdaal (Nieuwkoop, 1975). 

4» E.g., see Martin Mulsow and Jan Rohls, Socinianism and Arminianism: Antitrinitar- 
ians, Calvinists and Cultural Exchange in Seventeenth-Century Europe [Brill's Studies in 
Intellectual History 134] (Leiden, 2005). 

46 J.P. Heering, Grotius as Apologist for the Christian Religion: A Study of His Work 
De veritate religionis christianae (1640) [Studies in the History of Christian Traditions] 
(Leiden, 2004), xix. The secondary literature on Grotius is vast. Noteworthy is the recent 
biography by H. Nellen, Hugo de Groot: Een leven in strijd om de vrede (Ihe Hague, 
2007). See also Grotiana, the scholarly journal devoted to Grotius, his ideas, and their 
implications. 
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IV. PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS 


In view ofthe current state of scholarship on Arminius and Arminianism, 
it is now appropriate to suggest some areas for further research. In order 
to identify these areas, it is important first to point out some lacunae and 
problematic aspects in this particular field. We will note three problems 
and then address the concerns in reverse order. 


De-contextualized Treatments 


A key problem in this area of research involves what might be called 
de-contextualized treatments of Arminius. Although there are many 
exceptions to this generalization, it is nevertheless true that Arminius 
studies remain plagued by analyses that, in one way or another (and to 
their detriment), ignore necessary contexts. Such indispensable contexts 
are most frequently neglected when there is an overt theological agenda 
at work. When the purpose is to demonstrate the foregone conclusion 
that Arminius was either a hero or a heretic, or when a theologian looks to 
Arminius to justify his own point of view, the question of who Arminius 
was and what he meant, by definition, assumes a subordinate place. 
These de-contextualized theological treatments of Arminius can and 
often do go wrong in several ways. A question or a category or loaded 
theological jargon may be imposed on Arminius from without, which, 
in effect, gives him a new but foreign context. A prime example of 
such anachronism is summoning Arminius to comment on TULIP, a 
nineteenth-century English summary of Calvinist soteriology." On oth- 
er occasions, Arminius is plucked away from his own contemporaries 
and examined without regard to his social setting, his intellectual context, 
or his dialogue partners, especially those in Leiden. Finally, Arminius 
is de-contextualized most severely when researchers fail to consult the 
range of his works, which is the primary context to which scholars have 
access. Given that his extant writings are not as voluminous as those of 
other reformers (due to his relatively short life and career), combined 
with the fact that his collected Opera in the original Latin and English 
translation are readily available online, there is no excuse for neglecting 
these documents or narrowly employing only a small portion of them.* 


47 Charles M. Cameron, Arminius—Hero or Heretic?; Evangelical Quarterly 64 
(1992), 213-227. 

48 Stanglin, Arminius on the Assurance of Salvation, 2-8, documents these problems 
more thoroughly and provides specific examples of offenders. 
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Scarce Resources 


This latter weakness leads to identification of the second lacuna: the cur- 
rent status of Arminius’s works. Although most of the works of Arminius 
are easily accessible, a significant percentage of writings outside the 
Opera remain unavailable, or at least a challenge to acquire. Indeed, most 
scholars interested in Arminius are not even aware of the existence of 
these works. In addition to their being secluded in a few research libraries 
in Europe,” the fact that these works are only available in Latin is another 
barrier to many potential readers and researchers. 


Research Program 


The scarcity of available works is indicative of the third lacuna. There has 
never been an organized, systematic program of research for Arminius 
and Arminianism. Compared to the attention given to less influential 
figures of the same period, there is an imbalance. There exists no pro- 
fessional society or working group within a society devoted to the study 
of Arminius. There has been no critical edition of his works or any 
organized attempt to make them all available. James Nicholss English 
translation represents the most extensive primary source work done on 
Arminius, and it was for him a labor of love. Besides a few disputations 
in Dutch made available only in the early seventeenth century, English 
remains the only language into which Arminius’s Latin works have been 
translated. 

How will these three problems begin to be solved? First, a program of 
research requires broad institutional support and funding and, above all, 
interest. Perhaps it is the popularity of Arminianism and the widespread 
assent now given to Arminian distinctives among Protestants— not to 
mention among Roman Catholics and Eastern Orthodox— that actually 
inhibit such a program. In a sense, because the principles of Arminianism 
belong to so many, Arminius belongs to no one. Outside of the Remon- 
strantse Broederschap, which is admittedly small in number, there is 
no denomination or seminary that “owns” Arminius or feels respon- 
sible for promoting this kind of research. The Lutherans have Luther, 


® E.g., all of Arminiuss disputations can be found between Leiden University and 
Trinity College Dublin. His letters are mostly available at Leiden and the University of 
Amsterdam. Some student disputations he defended under Grynaeus are at the Univer- 
sity of Basel. 
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the Reformed have Calvin, the Methodists have Wesley, and evangelicals 
have the Bible. Even the city of Leiden has Descartes and Rembrandt. 

At a time like this, at a conference like this, with the support and 
cooperation of the city of Leiden, Leiden University, the Remonstrant 
Seminary, and Brill publishers, there may be signs of hope. Only time 
will tell whether we are witnessing a temporary and obligatory homage 
to Arminius or a lasting resurgence in interest that could spark a more 
systematic approach. Regardless of who initiates it, a successful and 
visionary program of research could begin a domino effect that would 
stimulate more fruitful projects in the future. 


Primary Works 


Whether or nota systematic program is brought to fruition, it is now time 
to recommend some specific prospects for research in light of the first two 
gaps pointed out above. Logically first, and perhaps first in importance, 
there is a need for better editions and translations of a more complete set 
of Arminius’s works. 

This suggestion involves several components. First, all the works of 
Arminius need to be identified. Until now, there has never been an 
attempt to gather all the known writings of Arminius. Thus, this impor- 
tant initial step has been taken in this volume, which includes a com- 
prehensive bibliography of everything Arminius wrote, including every 
known letter and disputation. It has been arranged chronologically, and 
each distinct writing has been assigned a number for easy reference in 
future research. 

Second, the writings of Arminius that were excluded from the Opera 
must be made available. These works can be classified as academic and 
non-academic. The academic works are those that were originally intend- 
ed for the university audience. The major unused academic works are the 
36 public disputations that were left out of the Opera. These 36 disputa- 
tions will supplement the formal, academic theology of Arminius, repre- 
sented partially in the 25 disputations of the Opera. I am already working 
ona Latin edition of these 36 disputations with English introductions and 
notes.” In addition, the academic works of Arminius remain incomplete 
without the Galatians lectures, transcribed by Theodore Tronchin and 
currently housed in Geneva. 


50 Stanglin, The Missing Public Disputations of Jacobus Arminius: Introduction, Text, 
and Notes [BSCH] (Leiden) (forthcoming). 
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The non-academic works are not unlearned, but simply not intended 
for university use. These works help fill in both the biography and thought 
of Arminius. They include dozens of letters from and to Arminius. Most 
of these letters were transcribed in Limborchs Praestantium ac erudi- 
torum virorum ... epistolae, the last edition of which was published in 
1704. However, many letters were omitted, and, in some cases, the let- 
ters that were included also omitted important sections from the body 
or post-script. A critical edition of Arminius’s correspondence, based 
on the available manuscripts, would go a long way in providing a nec- 
essary supplement to the Opera. Also falling in this category would be 
the transcription ofthe final conference at The Hague between Arminius 
and Gomarus in August 1609, available at the National Archives in The 
Hague. All these writings would help complete the Arminius corpus. 

A third desideratum would be translations of all the untranslated 
material, including Arminiuss disputations, letters, and poems, as well as 
organized, up-to-date revisions of the older English translations, which 
are somewhat antiquated and occasionally inaccurate. The greatest 
strength of Nicholss London edition is, especially in volume one, also 
its greatest weakness. Its immensely useful but unorganized Arminiana, 
including many excerpts from the letters, need to be tamed. A fresh trans- 
lation from Arminiuss original Dutch Verklaring would also be welcome. 

After attention has been given to Arminius’s works, the writings of his 
contemporaries—especially the disputations of his immediate colleagues 
Kuchlinus, Gomarus, and Trelcatius—should be made available. In addi- 
tion, the writings of subsequent figures and controversies would illumi- 
nate the historical and theological issues at stake. The most important 
pamphlets by Bertius, Gomarus, Corvinus, Donteclock, and others that 
precede the Synod of Dort, as well as early Remonstrant foundational 
documents such as Episcopiuss Opera theologica and Wtenbogaert's Ker- 
ckeliicke historie, would make a wealth of information more accessible. 


Secondary Analyses 


Finally, as more translations of Arminius will lead to greater exposure 
for a wider audience, greater availability of the primary sources and 
a more complete picture of Arminius will result in better quality of 
scholarship and studies. Theological examinations of Arminius must no 
longer be satisfied with facile treatments that neglect important contexts 
and writings or sacrifice objective investigation for a doctrinal agenda. 
Assuming these advances, we can now propose several trajectories for 
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constructive secondary analysis that take into account the suggestions 
noted above, categorized under topics, background, and foreground. 

First, there is even now a need for expositions of Arminius’s thought. 
It is almost easier to recall the theological topics that have been recently 
covered and then invite study on everything else. The doctrines of God, 
creation, providence, predestination, and assurance have received recent 
attention, but the last word has been said on none of them. Worthy 
of mention would be Arminiuss thoughts on theological prolegomena, 
Scripture, Trinity, Christology, sin, anthropology, ecclesiology, relation- 
ship with the Roman Church, and eschatology. This list is neither exhaus- 
tive nor detailed, but is intended as an indication of the wide open field 
and a point of departure for more specific ideas. 

Such studies should be informed by background issues, which itself 
is the second area of analysis. These questions ask about the influences 
on Arminius, both social and intellectual. How did Arminius use the 
preceding Christian tradition, such as the church fathers, particularly 
Augustine, as well as the medieval scholastics? What use did Arminius 
make of his immediate predecessors and contemporaries, such as Eras- 
mus, Luther, Melanchthon, Hemmingsen, Calvin, Beza, Zanchi, Junius, 
Baro, the Jesuits, and Dutch Protestants such as Veluanus and Coornhert? 
Some of these lesser known positive influences, such as Hemmingsen, 
Baro, and Veluanus, warrant more study in their own right. And how 
does Arminius compare and contrast with his most proximate contem- 
poraries and colleagues? 

Third, questions related to the reception and meaning of Arminius 
in subsequent history may be called issues of foreground. How was 
Arminius received, not only in England and North America, but also 
by various groups in his own homeland and eastward on the European 
continent? What is the nature of continuity and discontinuity between 
Arminius and later “Arminianisms?” To what degree did Arminius him- 
self anticipate or contribute to the direction of Remonstrantism? More 
work needs to be done on figures such as Wtenbogaert, Episcopius, Cur- 
cellaeus, Limborch, and Le Clerc. What has Arminius contributed to the 
history of doctrine, and what is his meaning for our constructive, sys- 
tematic theology? All of these questions deserve more thorough investi- 
gation. 

No doubt the bias and limitations of the author are reflected through- 
out this essay, particularly when it comes to suggesting future directions. 
For this reason, we reiterate that the door is wide open. This present vol- 
ume anticipates some of the trajectories already proposed, but it is only a 
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start. This survey has been necessarily limited to discussing only the most 
important contributions of recent decades. It has focused on the advances 
in the study of Arminiuss life, works, and theology. As a result, the labor 
of previous generations on whose shoulders we stand has mostly gone 
unmentioned, but not unappreciated or forgotten. At a milestone like 
this, we must acknowledge that we are not the first, nor will we be the 
last, to reflect on the life and meaning of Arminius. We can only hope 
that, in light of Groenewegens statement a century ago, our efforts will 
contribute to greater understanding of the historical significance of the 
one we are here to commemorate. 


JACOBUS ARMINIUS: 
THEOLOGIAN OF GOD’S TWOFOLD LOVE 


WILLIAM DEN BOER 


Is Jacobus Arminius a theologian of free will? Theologian of creation? 
Theologian of freedom? Theologian of the assurance of faith? What 
is Arminiuss main concern in his theology? This question has been 
answered in different ways,! and the characterizations suggested each 
focus on aspects of differing degrees of importance. I myself would like 
to add yet another characterization: theologian of the justice of God, 
or—to add some nuance—theologian of the twofold love of God. In 
the present article, I will illustrate why these two characterizations are 
valid at one and the same time. They also do not exclude, but include, 
all other characterizations by placing them in their proper perspec- 
tive.? 


1. THE CONTEXT OF ARMINIUS'S THEOLOGY 


The key to a proper understanding of Arminiuss theology is the interplay 
between different positions and developments in Reformed, Lutheran 
and Catholic theology in Arminiuss time, and the way he processed 


! See for example R.A. Muller, God, Creation, and Providence in the Thought of Jacob 
Arminius (Sources and directions of scholastic Protestantism in the era of early ortho- 
doxy) (Grand Rapids, 1991); E. Dekker, Rijker dan Midas. Vrijheid, genade en predesti- 
natie in de theologie van Jacobus Arminius (1559-1609) (Zoetermeer, 1993); W.G. Witt, 
Creation, Redemption and Grace in the Theology of Jacob Arminius, 2 vols. (diss. Univer- 
sity of Notre Dame, 1993); ES. Clarke, The Ground of Election. Jacobus Arminius’ Doctrine 
of the Work and Person of Christ (Bletchley, 2006); K.D. Stanglin, Arminius on the Assur- 
ance of Salvation. The Context, Roots, and Shape of the Leiden Debate, 1603-1609 (Leiden, 
2007). 

? This article is a reworking of my dissertation, Duplex amor Dei. Contextuele karak- 
teristiek van de theologie van Jacobus Arminius (1559-1609) (Instituut voor Reformatie- 
onderzoek, Apeldoorn 2008), which will also be published in English translation by Van- 
denHoeck&Ruprecht (Góttingen) under the title, Gods Twofold Love. The Theology of 
Jacob Arminius (1559-1609) [series Reformed Historical Theology]. In the present arti- 
cle, I will not detail how my characterization of Arminius’s theology does not exclude, 
but includes, the results of earlier research. For this, see the full text of my dissertation. I 
wish to thank Albert Gootjes for his translation of this article. 
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them. Two closely-related themes show themselves to be of fundamental 
importance: the knowability of God's justice, and the question as to the 
cause of sin. 

The theology of John Calvin forms the starting point of this section. 
This is an obvious choice given his influence at that time, and because it 
is precisely against certain points of his theology that Arminius turns. 
Calvin emphasized God's omni-causality and sovereignty particularly 
with a view to defending God's glory and safeguarding the comfort and 
assurance ofbelievers. His doctrine of a double predestination is a logical 
consequence thereof. However, his view aroused opposition particularly 
because of the implications it had for the relationship between God and 
sin, as it was charged that Calvin and others made God the cause or 
author of sin. Calvin defended himself against such criticism primarily 
in two ways: 1. above all he emphasized God's essential justice and its 
dependability; 2. in the second place, Calvin emphasized the essential 
distinction between creature and Creator. The latter means that a person 
cannot see and comprehend the justice of all of God's will and ways. In the 
present life, people will continue to be confronted with many apparent 
injustices in God, but may nevertheless—in humility—trust that God is 
essentially just and good. 

For Calvin God's will is the highest norm of all justice.’ This apparently 
fully voluntaristic viewpoint is placed within the context of God's all- 
encompassing oneness (simplicitas). God's simplicity makes it impossible 
to make a distinction between God's justice, power and will. If God's 
infinite power is called the rule of all justice, it is therefore not Calvins 
intention to do away with the justice of God's power. On the contrary, 
God's power is so closely united to God's justice, that it can be called 
the rule of God's power. The incomprehensibility and invisibility of God's 
justice do not take anything away from its justice, but teaches one to be 
humble and dependent and to trust in God.* 


? Joannis Calvini opera quae supersunt omnia. Ad fidem editionum principum et 
authenticarum ex parte etiam codicum manu scriptorum, additis prolegomenis literariis, 
annotationibus criticis, annalibus Calvinianis indicibusque novis et copiosissimis, 59 vol- 
umes, Wilhelm Baum e.a. (eds.) (Braunschweig, 1863-1900), 9, 713-714: “Even if the 
reprobate are instruments of God’s just wrath and the elect instruments of his mercy, the 
cause of this distinction must still be sought nowhere in God but his pure will [mera vo- 
luntas] which is the highest norm [summa regula] of justice? Cf. Inst. I11.23.5: God's will 
is the "suprema iustitiae regula" 

* Joannis Calvini opera, 35, 479: "Quoy donc? Ce sont choses inseparables, que la 
puissance de Dieu et sa volonté. Dieu est tout-puissant: est-ce pour faire ce que 'homme 
aura basti en son cerveau? Fy: mais cest pour accomplir ce qu'il a ordonné en son conseil” 
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God's will can therefore not be divorced from his nature. God is not a 
lawless God who is a law unto himself. God's will is free of all error, the 
highest rule of perfection, and the law of all laws.? For that reason Calvin 
continues to insist that "the ordinance of God, by which they complain 
that they are destined to destruction, has its own equity—unknown, 
indeed, to us but very sure?6 

God's exaltedness has as consequence that the justice of his acts can- 
not be measured by humanity according to the law as the revealed and 
accommodated rule of justice. Until the limits on the human under- 
standing are removed in the eschaton, the justice of God's acts remains 
shrouded and therefore a matter of faith. 

Calvin's view on God's essential justice on the one hand, and its ulti- 
mate unknowability and hiddenness on the other, was widely accepted 
by and disseminated among Reformed theologians of Arminiuss time. It 
seems as if particularly the unknowability of God's justice made it possi- 
ble for Arminius’s contemporaries to assume viewpoints that would log- 
ically imply God's authorship of sin.” 


P. Helm, John Calvins Ideas (Oxford, 2004), 343, remarks: “But we have seen that the 
seeming voluntarism of these remarks must be tempered by Calvins commitment to 
the idea of divine simplicity (as presumably it must be by Scotus), but especially by the 
inseparability of God's will and his justice? Cf. P. Helm, ‘Calvin (and Zwingli) on Divine 
Providence; in: CTJ 29 (1994) 388-405. Cf. Ioannis Calvini opera, 34,175; 35,60. 

> Inst. III.23.2. (Ioannis Calvini opera, 2,700); cf. P. Helm, Ideas, 326-327. 

6 Inst. IIl.23.9 (Ioannis Calvini opera, 2,706): “Nos vero inde negamus rite excusari, 
quandoquidem Dei ordinationi, qua se exitio destinatos conqueruntur, sua constat aequi- 
tas, nobis quidem incognita, sed illa certissima? Cf. P. Helm, Ideas, 328; 331-332: "Rather 
what he is saying is something weaker and less startling than this, that if in fact God 
decrees X or has decreed X then by that very fact his decreeing of it is righteous even 
though we may not immediately see this, may not know the reasons that he has for 
decreeing it, and may in fact think what he has done cannot be just. This is compatible 
with the claim that, necessarily whatever God decrees he has reasons for decreeing, 
while the ‘fiction’ of divine absolute power is not compatible with this. For Calvin the 
inscrutable decree of God is therefore not a decree of pure power divorced from all other 
features of the divine nature, it is the decree of a necessarily holy and righteous God. We 
cannot presently scrutinize the reasons for the decree because they have not been made 
available to us.” 

7 Stanglin, Assurance, 217-218; cf. 219, points to the "standard Reformed hesitancy 
to define the beneplactium, appealing instead to mystery. For Reformed theology, God's 
sovereignty means he has a right to do with creation whatever he wills, and he is righteous 
in so doing? In this he points to Bezas claim that God's will is the only rule of justice, 
and further quotes a passage from Kimedoncius where he notes that the injustice of God 
is more just than the justice of men, and that the pious ought to be satisfied with that 
response: "This ultimate agnosticism regarding God's volition in the extent of salvation, 
this voluntas itself being a fundamentum of salvation, on the one hand preserves the free, 
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With that, we come to the very core of the wide sixteenth-century 
debate on the question of the origin of evil and sin: is God the author of 
sin? This question did not, of course, originate at this time, yet it did play 
a very significant role in the Catholic, libertine and Lutheran polemics 
directed against the Reformed. Yet also within the Reformed camp there 
was no consensus on this point. One can, with caution, speak ofa certain 
development. It is not only the theological argumentation that changes. 
Also the attitude towards those who hold different positions within the 
Reformed camp appears to change. A number of hard clashes result 
in more settled standpoints, as well as a decreasing tolerance towards 
divergent opinions. The Reformed admit that it is difficult for the human 
understanding to maintain both that the Bible teaches unconditional 
predestination and that God is neither unjust nor the author of sin, but 
they nevertheless maintain the two because to do otherwise would seem 
to represent a fall away into Pelagianism. Unity on this point is stronger, 
and is also considered of more importance, than the formal and material 
variations that the Reformed evidence in terms of the way they address 
the arguments of their opponents. 

The primary basis for Calvin's defense of God's justice was the appeal to 
the unknowability of God's justice for the limited capacity of the human 
mind; secondary is his appeal to several logical distinctions. After Calvin, 
and in increasing measure in Reformed Scholasticism and Orthodoxy as 
it developed, the logical distinctions assume the primary role while the 
appeal to God's unknowability lessens. On this point there is evidence of 
a gradual distancing from Calvins view. 

Among the distinctions used in this context, the distinction between 
various types of necessity is most important. Here Peter Martyr Vermigli 


absolute sovereignty of God in salvation, but on the other hand can cause anxiety for the 
soul that is already weak? Cf. ES. Clarke, The Ground of Election, 122: “A nominalist would 
be content to leave this [i.e. the apparent absence of love of God for the world, wdb] as 
an unresolved difficulty, for God's thoughts are not like man’s, nor are his ways like man’s; 
God's thoughts and ways are infinitely higher. Therefore, if God is revealed as love, then 
we must say that he is love but must not expect to understand how he is so, and must 
accept that, for example, he chooses to do apparently unloving things like reprobating 
some humans absolutely and unconditionally. Such names for God as ‘love’ have, from 
a human standpoint, no cash value. But to take such principles as Isaiah 55:8f. so far is, 
to Arminius, to make the revelation of God in Scripture into an anti-revelation which 
leaves the unfortunate recipient of it more confused than he was before. If God reveals 
himselfto his creatures as love, justice etc., then they, or at least Christians, should be able 
to recognise, up to a point, how God is so. Here Arminius deliberately “bucks the trend’ 
of the increasingly nominalist tendencies of Reformed theology in his day? 
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and his influential commentary on Aristotles Ethica show themselves to 
be significant. In the Ethica Aristotle treats the criteria for responsibility. 
What is it that makes a person responsible for a certain act? The con- 
cept of hekousion is of fündamental importance, but the meaning of that 
hekousion is ambiguous and varies between freedom ofthe will and spon- 
taneity.? Luca Baschera has demonstrated that Vermigli "tends to under- 
stand hekousion as ‘spontaneous, making therefore mere spontaneity the 
criterion for an action to be considered as imputable?? He “derives from 
his analysis of the Aristotelian text a negative definition of voluntary as 
‘absence of coercion’ and ‘spontaneity’ Such a concept of voluntary forms 


the sufficient condition for an action to be considered free and therefore 


imputable to the agent?! 


In contrast to Arminius, Vermigli held that people do not have libertas 
indifferentiae. They sin spontaneously, and thus voluntarily in that lim- 
ited sense. "Vermigli succeeds in reconciling necessity and freedom in 


terms of necessity as certainty. Above all, this reconciliation is due to a 


particular notion of freedom as absence of coercion or as spontaneity.”'! 


This fundamental difference between Arminius and at least the main- 
stream of Reformed Orthodoxy on the nature of the freedom on which 


8 Aristotle, Ethica, 1109b-1110b; see edition C. Pannier & J. Verhaeghe (Groningen, 
1999), 339. 

? L. Baschera, ‘Peter Martyr Vermigli on Free Will: The Aristotelian Heritage of 
Reformed Theology, in CTJ 42 (2007), 325-340, here 329. See also E.A. James II, Peter 
Martyr Vermigli and Predestination. The Augustinian Inheritance of an Italian Reformer 
(Oxford, Press 1998), 81-89; C. Strohm, Ethik im frühen Calvinismus. Humanistische 
Einflüsse, philosophische, juristische und theologische Argumentationen sowie mentalitáts- 
geschichtliche Aspekte am Beispiel des Calvin-Schülers Lambertus Danaeus (Berlin, 1996), 
104: "Aristoteles gibt nicht nur die Hauptfragen und grundsátzlichen Unterscheidungen 
in der Willenslehre vor, sondern er bestimmt auch die Darlegung der reformatorischen 
Auffassung vom unfreien Willen? 

10 Baschera, "Vermigli; 331. Baschera has illustrated that Vermigli's interpretation of 
Aristotle on freedom and responsibility was very influential for Reformed orthodoxy, 
while W.J. van Asselt et al. (eds.), Reformed Thought on Freedom. The Concept of Free 
Choice in the History of Early-Modern Reformed Theology (Grand Rapids, forthcoming), 
provides much information on the development of his views. See for example in that 
volume R.T. te Velde’s contribution on Zanchi (‘Always Free, but not Always Good: 
Girolamo Zanchi (1516-1590) on Free Will’): “For the state of man after the fall, the 
freedom of the will is maintained, but in a more limited sense. There is no longer a 
freedom from all necessity, but only from (violent) coercion. This is still an important 
kind of freedom, because it leaves intact man’s responsibility for his deeds and because it 
secures God from the accusation of being the author of (actual) sin” Cf. C. Strohm, Ethik, 
442. See also A. Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 1625-1750. Gisbertus 
Voetius, Petrus van Mastricht, and Anthonius Driessen (Leiden, 2006), 173-187. 

!! L, Baschera, 'Vermigli; 334; cf. 340. 
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responsibility and justice depend had enormous consequences. Armini- 
uss opponents considered freedom of indifference after the fall to be not 
only impossible, but also unnecessary for human responsibility for sin; 
necessity, inevitability and spontaneity do not exclude each other, and 
spontaneity—or the absence of coercion—was considered sufficient for 
responsibility. Arminius did not accept this view on freedom, and for 
that reason had to attribute freedom of indifference to the human will 
in order to maintain both responsibility and justice." This fundamental 
difference of opinion contributed significantly to the fact that the differ- 
ences appeared to be unresolvable. 

The increased use of scholastic method, also for defending God's jus- 
tice in unconditional predestination, was accompanied by decreased lee- 
way for those who held different views. This was undoubtedly connected 
to the process of confessionalization that occurred simultaneously with 
the arrival of early Orthodoxy and Reformed scholasticism.'? Towards 
the end of the sixteenth century, it appears to have been a shrinking 
minority within the Reformed camp that did not stand by the theological 
and rational defense against accusations that unconditional predestina- 
tion implied God's authorship of sin and evil. Some began to dialogue 
on these questions with their colleagues, but the theological climate was 
such that criticism of the majority view was hardly tolerated, if at all. 


2. ARMINIUS AND THE FOUNDATION OF THEOLOGY 


It was in this theological climate that Arminius received his theological 
education and as a young pastor developed his own views. Numerous 
indications allow us to conclude that Arminius on a number of points, 
which all relate to his view of God's justice, assumed a standpoint that 
diverged from the broader climate in Reformed theology. With him there 


12 Cf. PuD IX (II 177); X (II 188-189); Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 134-135, 234. Where 
applicable, references to the English translation of Arminiuss works will be given in 
brackets. These refer to the reprint effected by Baker Book House (1991) of The Works 
of James Arminius, translated by James Nichols and William Nichols, 3 vols. (vol. 1-2, 
London: Longman, Hurst, Rees, Orme, Brown and Green, 1825-1828; vol. 3, London: 
Thomas Baker, 1875). The reference to the reprint-edition is significant because it corrects 
a pagination error in volume 1 of the nineteenth-century edition. In the Baker reprint the 
orations occupy pp. 321-770 instead of pp. 257-706 as in the original. Translations are 
taken from the same, with modification where necessary. 

CEG: Augustijn, ‘Het Nederlandse Protestantisme in vogelvlucht; in Reformatorica. 
Teksten uit de geschiedenis van het Nederlandse protestantisme (Zoetermeer, 1996) 25- 
43 (= C. Augustijn, ‘Niederlande; in TRE 24, 477-502), here 29, on the nature of the 
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is no place for a “Calvin-ist” appeal to the unknowability of God's justice 
that ostensibly results from the limits of human understanding, and 
at the same time he is not convinced of the validity of the customary 
distinctions insofar as they do not have a place for "real" free choice. The 
problem of God's justice in relation to evil thus looms large for him and 
demands that he think it through on his own and come up with his own 
position. 

In what follows, I will give an overview of Arminiuss theology viewed 
in the context of his time. First, using two examples I will show God's 
justice and the question as to the authorship of sin to be a most pressing 
issue for Arminius to which he repeatedly comes back in polemical 
contexts. In my opinion, the safeguarding of Gods justice even forms 
the most important theme and context from which his entire theology 
must be understood. Second, I will consider a number of starting points 
from Arminiuss theology, namely his prolegomena. Third, while passing 
over all kinds of developments in Arminiuss theology, I will focus on the 
theological concept in which he tightly encapsulates both his own view 
as well as the core of his objections to Calvin, Beza and their followers. 
This is the Duplex amor Dei, or twofold love of God. Finally, I will 
briefly sketch out the fourfold decree structure of Arminius’s doctrine 
of predestination, his variant on this doctrine which was intended to be 
fully consistent with the concept of God's twofold love. 


2.1. Arminius and God's Relation to Sin 


In the corrollarium to his predestination theses from 1604, composed 
as a response to Arminius’s theses on the same locus from that same 
year, Gomarus limited himself to the remark that he was right to deny 
(merito negamus) that his "supralapsarian" view of predestination makes 
God the author of sin. With that, Gomarus appears simply to follow the 
majority view and does not consider it necessary to explain and prove 
what for most of his contemporaries was indisputable anyway. From 
that perspective, Arminiuss reaction to the corrollarium is all the more 
significant. He establishes the tone by remarking that the view that makes 
God the author of sin is the most serious blasphemy of all. He then admits 


conflicts that took place within the Reformed church in the Netherlands since the 1580s: 
“De tweevoudige aard der conflicten doet men het meest recht door primair te denken 
aan een proces van uniformering binnen de kerk in calvinistische zin, waarin algemeen 
gereformeerde theologieén en theologen, teruggaande op Zürich en Heidelberg, allengs 
werden uitgestoten.” 
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that there is no one who would ever want to spew forth such calumnies 
about our good God. None of the doctors of the Reformed churches 
can be reproached for explicitly making God the author of sin. Indeed, 
one cannot but acknowledge that they explicitly denied this, and capably 
defended themselves in face of such accusations. However, someone may 
teach something that, unbeknownst to him, implies that God through 
that teaching becomes the author of sin. If that is the case, its proponents 
may not be accused of making God the author of sin, but they still must 
be urged to abandon and reject their view. It is in this way that Castellio, 
Coornhert, Lutherans and Catholics all charged some of the teachers of 
the Reformed churches that one must necessarily conclude that God is 
the author of sin from their views on predestination and providence. 
The arguments used to prove that this blasphemy results from their 
views should be given careful consideration. Arminius thus calls his 
contemporaries to consider, without regard for the persons involved, 
whether or not from a particular view one can draw the just conclusion 
that God becomes the author of sin.’ Gomarus may well pretend that 
the churches stand united on this point without dispute, but according 
to Arminius there are not a few ministers who consider that one can 
justly deduce God's authorship of sin from Calvins and Bezas view of 
predestination and providence. 

Arminius closes his Examen thesium Gomari with a personal confes- 
sion: “I, however, freely and openly affirm, that it seems to me to follow 
certainly from those Theses, that God is the author of sin; nor this alone, 
but also that God really sins, nay, that God alone sins: whence it neces- 
sarily follows that sin is not sin, because God cannot sin; that is, that that 
deed which has been committed by man, and which is called ‘sin; is not 
sin; [...] Meanwhile I profess that I detest from my soul the Pelagian 
dogmas?! 

A second example comes from the context of the discussion on the 
relationship between God's providence and sin. Arminius argues that 
the way God wills sin in the views of Perkins, Beza and Calvin does not 
succeed in acquitting Him of the charge that He effectively wills sin.!6 
Calvin's attack on the scholastic distinction between permission and will 


14 Arminius, Examen thesium D. Francisci Gomari de Praedestinatione (1645), 155- 
156 (III 656). 

15 Ibid., 156-158 (III 657-658). 

16 Cf. EP 703 (III 372): “qui Deum ab efficientia peccati excusari nequit? Cf. EP 711 
(III 384-386). 
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is given separate attention. Arminius does acknowledge—in contrast to 
others who did maintain this serious charge—that Calvin, even though 
he does at times speak improperly, nevertheless cannot be accused of the 
blasphemies of the Manichees because throughout his writings he clearly 
acquits himself and his doctrine of that accusation.” However, Arminius 
considers it exceedingly useful to distinguish between different forms 
of divine permission because such a distinction allows God's goodness, 
wisdom, power and above all his justice (bonitas, sapientia, potentia, 
quin et iustitia) to be displayed most clearly. It is also in this way that 
it becomes most clear that God is innocent and free of sin in all his acts, 
including those of prevention and permission, and is in no way the author 
of sin.!® Some theologians are too careless in their treatment of these 
issues, and so end up with all kinds of absurdities and even blasphemy. ° 
When treating permissio, one must be most careful not to deny those 
deeds that do indeed belong to God's providence, or else to attribute to it 
things that are foreign to it and in fact unworthy of his justice (eius iustitia 
indignos). Arminius continually insists on the need to be careful when 
speaking about permission so that God does not end up being the author 
of sin, while sin nevertheless does not occur outside of his efficientia, 
either. All the distinctions Arminius maintains are intended specifically 
to avoid these two errors.?! 

This explains why Arminius was so surprised to find out he was being 
accused of making God the author of sin in the way he spoke of the 
efficientia and justice of God's providence with respect to evil. If the 
length of Arminiuss response to this accusation in his Apology, a work 
from 1608 intended to counter a list of 31 heresies of which he was 
suspected, is in any way indicative, it would seem that this charge really 


17 EP 703-704 (III 372-374). Cf. A31A 179 (II 57): According to Arminius, the 
truth is often to be found between two extremes. The same is true of Pelagianism and 
Manicheism. Those who find the middle road between them are truly catholic, neither 
doing God's grace an injustice as the Pelagians do, nor harming free will as the Manichees 
do. ETG 14.77 (III 537.591): "Caveamus ita incidere in Pelagianismum, ut in doctrinam 
ipsa Manichaea pejorem non prolebamur^ 

18 EP 726 (III 407-408). In his correspondence with Junius, Arminius writes that he 
would like the former to explain clearly and convincingly (solide) how everything can 
depend on God's providence, while God still is not to blame because He is the distant 
cause, and guilt is always attributed to the proximate cause: "ille mihi rationonem rectem 
tenere non videtur? AC 493 (III 67). 

1? EP 726 (III 408). 

20 EP 727 (III 409). 

21 Cf. EP 734 (III 419). 
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upset him. Arminius begins by outlining three ways in which God would 
indeed become the author of sin. 1. If God wills absolutely to realize 
his own work by means of a creaturely act, while that act cannot be 
performed without sin. 2. If the creature then has no other option but 
to perform that act. 3. If God, by inciting his creature to evil, intends that 
the creature also sin. After this, Arminius goes on to show that his view 
actually counters these three directly. In the first place, God's intention is 
not to realize his own work absolutely through the means of the acts of 
his creatures. Secondly, God wills to incite the creature to evil only under 
the condition that the free will of his creatures responds to the enticement 
from his side. In the third place, God’s intention is to test his creatures to 
see whether they will remain obedient even when they are being enticed 
not to be obedient. Should there be no possibility to resist evil, it is no 
longer a test but coercion to necessary disobedience. 

Arminiuss amazement at the stupidity of those who accuse him pre- 
cisely on this point is very significant. He considers it no less than mind- 
boggling that someone who has even the slightest knowledge of theology 
would dare to make such an accusation against someone like him who 
has after all dared to disagree openly with certain views and dogmas of 
his brothers—and of this they are fully aware!—for the very reason that 
he thinks their views lead to the conclusion that God is the author of sin! 
But he himself teaches no such blasphemy: God is not the author of sin. 
However, he at the same time does not withdraw anything from under 
God's providence that according to the Scriptures should be attributed to 
it 


2.2. The Prolegomena of Arminiuss Theology 


It is already in the prolegomena that God's justice receives a fundamen- 
tal place in Arminiuss thought. Following Aristotle, Cicero and the- 
ologians throughout the centuries, with "justice" Arminius understands 
"suum cuique tribuere": to render to each his or her due. The basis of 
Arminiuss reflection on justice and its application to theology is in God's 


2 A31A 169-170 (II 39-40): “Mirandum igitur et multum mirandum, quempiam 
rerum Theologicarum aliquomodo peritum, ausum fuisse mihi hanc calumniam ex istis 
verbis struere: mihi inquam, quem scieunt hac sola de causa nonnullis ipsorum sententiis 
et dogmatis accedere non audere, quia existimem ex illis sequi, Deum esse authorem 
peccati: idque hac de causa, quod arbitrer illos ea docere, unde concludere pussum bona et 
certa consequentia, Deum praecise intendere peccatum creaturae, inde sic administrare 
omnia ut posita illa administratione homo necessario peccet, et non possit ipso actu et 
reipsa actum peccati omittere? Cf. HaC 943-944 (II 699-700). 
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own, essential justice. In the first place, God does not so much have jus- 
tice as attribute, but rather God is justice. In Arminiuss thought, justice 
is closely intertwined with a number of other issues, such as the func- 
tioning of a law or covenant, freedom, reward and punishment, but also 
with logic (non-contradiction), order and harmony. With this last point 
I refer to Arminiuss conviction concerning justice, that it always seeks 
to do what is completely right in relation to its object; it seeks what is 
"fitting" (decere) for the object, and thus ensures that there is harmony 
between object and subject, and it secures all the relationships and con- 
nections that exist within the object, within the subject, and between the 
object and subject. Remarkable about Arminius’s writings is how often 
he states that God cannot do something because it does not befit one of 
his attributes, or else that God has to or may not do something because 
He is who He is, because something does or does not fit with his nature 
or revelation, or with the object or the nature of the object of God's 
acts.” 

Justice presupposes freedom. Arminiuss view on the relationship be- 
tween justice and freedom is of fundamental importance for understand- 
ing his entire theology. I have already noted that, over against the pre- 
dominant view that followed Vermigli, Arminius was convinced that 
spontaneity or absence of coercion was not the sufficient condition for 
a just imputation of good or wicked deeds. According to Arminius, the 
real freedom presupposed by justice by definition excludes any and every 
form of necessity. Arminius is therefore constantly concerned to guard 
what Eef Dekker has identified as "two degrees of freedom" (twee graden 
van vrijheid) for human acts: God's freedom and that of humanity.” 

God's justice has an important place in the structure of Arminiuss 
theology on three levels. The first concerns God's justice as He is in 
Himself: "God is just in Himself, nay, existing as Justice itself, does 
nothing, and, indeed, can do nothing, except what is most thoroughly 
in agreement with that nature of His”? The relationship between God's 
will, his freedom and his justice is such that justice precedes the will. It 
functions as norm for the will and thus also for God's freedom, which 
is a modus of the will.”° This does not limit God's freedom, for justice is 


23 See Den Boer, Duplex amor Dei, 40-41. 

24 See Den Boer, Duplex amor Dei, 44-48; Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 59.135-136.237. 

25 ARo 787 (III 499): "qui in se iustus, imo ipsa iustitia existens, nihil agit; ac ne agere 
quidem potest, nisi quod cum ista sua natura congruit solidissime? Cf. EP 635 (III 267). 
A similar, essential justice of God can be found in Anselm (see above). 

26 See Den Boer, Duplex amor Dei, 71-72. 
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not above and outside of God, but it is God's essential justice that places 
boundaries on what God can will.” God's justice is therefore the arbiter 
(arbitratrix) of all God's deeds. 

The second level concerns the remarkable place Arminius gives to 
justice as fundamental concept for religion in general. Already in a series 
of three inaugural orations on the object, author, goal and certainty of 
theology did Arminius in September of 1603 establish the tone of his 
work as professor in Leiden. The fundamental rooting of the notion of 
Gods justice in the very structure of his theology is evident in these 
orations. 

Arminius makes a distinction between Legal and Evangelical theol- 
ogy: the first pertains to theology before the fall, the second to the post- 
fall situation.” The object of both is God; in the Evangelical theology, 
however, Christ is added as the second, subordinate object. Arminius 
emphasizes that theology is in the first place practical, that is, directed to 
human worship of God and thus ought to be methodologically adapted to 
the limited human understanding. The object of theology, which is God, 
must be clothed in such a way that it advises (suadere) worship of God, 
and persuades (persuadere) people to do it. From this criterion, Arminius 
identifies three issues that must be known to attain this goal, that is, the 
worship of God: 1. God's nature. 2. God's acts. 3. God's will.” Knowl- 
edge of these three is necessary and sufficient (necessaria et sufficientia) 
to attain to the goal of theology. Arminius always uses these criteria when 
he evaluates other theological positions and viewpoints. 


7 Arminius here teaches the existence of a necessary justice of God, comparable to 
what Gisbertus Voetius later—and much more explicitly—taught, see A.J. Beck, Gisbertus 
Voetius (1589-1676). Sein Theologieverstündnis und seine Gotteslehre (Góttingen, 2007), 
359-380; Den Boer, Duplex amor Dei, 72 n. 3. 

8 AC 565 (III 170): "Gratia autem quam Christus non impetravit Evangelica dici, 
mea sententia, non potest. Deinde puto duplicem in universum esse viam modum 
et rationem obtinendae felicitatis aeternae supernaturalis. Unam strictae iustitiae et 
legalem, alteram misericordiae et Evangelicam: quemadmodum etiam duplex est foedus 
Dei, operum unum, alterum fidei; unum iustitiae, alterum gratiae; unum legale, alterum 
Evangelicum. Per illam viam et rationem felicitas obtinetur perfecta legis creaturae a 
Deo datae obedientia: per hanc vero viam et rationem obtinetur felicitas inobedientiae 
remissione et iustitiae imputatione. Aliam viam mens humana concipere nequit: saltem 
nulla alia sacris Scripturis est patefacta. Hi duo modi hunc inter se ordinem habent, ut 
iste praecedat, sic iustitia Dei, conditione creaturae, et natura rei ipsius postulante: alter 
modus sequatur, si quidem per illum priorem felicitas creaturae obtingere nequeat et Deo 
visum sit etiam illum creaturae proponere, quod omnino est puri puti arbitrii divini? 

2 OR 30-31 (I 329). 
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God's Nature 

The first thing that must be known is God's nature. Arminius immedi- 
ately explains that the reason is that God's nature is worthy of worship 
(cultus) because of its justice (iustitia). Justice has a primary place in 
God's nature, even before his wisdom which can make decisions con- 
cerning this cultus, and before God's goodness which can reward true 
worship of God. The direct line that becomes evident, which comes out 
of the practical nature of theology as based on the necessary knowledge 
of Gods nature, and the connection Arminius draws between God's jus- 
tice and worship of God, together with the knowability of God's justice, 
has far-reaching implications for the entirety of his thought, and for the 
choices and assessments he makes in regard to the theology of others and 
the development of his own. God's justice is a concept that was deeply 
rooted in the very structure of Arminiuss entire theology. 


God's Acts 

The second thing that must be known with respect to the goal of theology 
concerns God's acts in creation and providence. God's sovereign author- 
ity to demand that humanity honor him is rooted in God's creation of 
humanity according to his image.” God's providence pertains particu- 
larly to humanity, and there especially to the honor and obedience it owes 
to God. As Creator, God has the right to determine how humanity ought 
to worship him. This is his providence, which he executes in a holy, just 
and wise manner (sancte, juste et sapienter)?! 


Gods Will 

God's will, the third element that must be known, comes to expression 
in the covenant (foedus) that He enters into with humanity. There are 
two components to that covenant: promise and obligation. God demands 
to be obeyed and worshiped, and is ready to reward that abundantly.? 
It is thus clear that the covenant, the way chosen by God to deal with 
people, takes a central place in Arminiuss theology. Knowledge of God's 
nature and acts, as treated above, provides the foundation for what is 
involved in this covenant: worship of God. Knowledge of God's justice 
is foundational for worshiping God. 


30 OR 31 (I 329). 
31 OR 31 (I 329). 
32 OR 31 (I 329). 
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As has been noted above, Arminius draws a distinction between Legal 
and Evangelical theology. What has been noted above in connection 
with God's nature, deeds and will applies to the Legal theology and also 
forms the basis for what is to be said about the Evangelical theology. 
Determinative for the Evangelical theology is that sin must now be 
reckoned with as a factor, yet the way sin is taken into account is entirely 
consistent with the way God revealed Himself in the Legal theology: as a 
good and just God. 

Through the fall into sin, the Legal theology is no longer sufficient to 
attain the goal. Humankind is under condemnation, people are children 
of wrath and in need of justification (Homo iustificandus erat).? How- 
ever, justification through the law is no longer possible. For that reason, 
the Legal theology is not suited to salvation. For salvation to be possible, 
a new beginning must be made: the Evangelical theology is needed. 

The goal of theology, worship of God, remains the same. However, 
the three elements that needed to be known and that sufficed within 
the context of the Legal theology are no longer sufficient after the fall. 
Other divine attributes, deeds and new decisions from God's will must 
now be known. God's new will now consists in a new covenant or 
decree into which He enters with humanity.** The content of this new 
covenant or decree is determined by who God is. God's justice and truth 
(ultor iustissimus; obsistente iustitia et veritate) demanded that a Mediator 
intervene for this new revelation lest God's justice and truth be even in 
the least bit transgressed (circa laesionem iustitiae et veritatis suae).*° 

It is a just and merciful (iustus et misericors) God who sent Christ 
his Son as Mediator. Because of the work He accomplished, it is also 
“most rightful” (aequissimum) that Jesus, too, be known, worshiped and 
called upon. This is impossible without faith (Rom. 10:14), and faith 
is impossible without revelation. Thus a revelation concerning Jesus 
Christ was necessary, and as a result the foundation of the theology 
that will contribute sufficiently for the salvation of the sinner needs two 
objects: God and Christ. The Evangelical or Christian theology has two 
objects that may not be separated, even if the second (that is Christ) is 
subordinate to the first (subordinatum).? After positing the unity of God 


3 OR 32-33 (I 332-333). 

34 OR 33 (I 334): “Quin et decretum aliud de hominis salute faciendum fuit, aliud et 
novum foedus cum homine ineundum.” 

35 Den Boer, Duplex amor Dei, 56-57. 

36 OR 34-35 (I 335-336). Christ, the God-man and Mediator, is subordinate to God; 
however, that does not take away from the fact that He as Second Person, together with 
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and Christ, Arminius deals with the subordination of Christ as second 
object of the Evangelical theology. The nature of Christ's subordination 
consists in this, that every saving communicatio of God with humanity, 
or of humanity with God, must take place through the means of Christ's 
intervention.*” 

It is God’s unshakeable justice (iustitia rigida) that separates human- 
kind from God and from fellowship with Him on account of its corrup- 
tion, and necessitates the subordination of Christ as object of theology in 
order to remove that separation. The Father, seated on a throne of iusti- 
tia rigida behind Christ, can only be approached through Christ's blood 
and through faith.** God's justice requires that all contact between sinful 
humankind and God pass through Christ.” The ordo of just mercy, and 
of the merciful justice of God,® determines the necessity of Christ and 
of faith in Him. Yet his justice also determines that his wrath remain on 
unbelievers because they are outside of Christ. With his unshakeable jus- 
tice, God remains hidden behind Christ; his wrath can and will be poured 
out only when Christ has been rejected as Mediator. 

The third level concerns the continuous attention Arminius gives to 
justice above and beyond the first two. Justice remains a consistent, 
prominent and pervasive theme as an essential element in Arminiuss 
theology, fostered from its place within the doctrine of God and as the 
foundation of religion. 


the Father and the Holy Spirit, is the electing God. Arminius’s insistence on Christ's 
subordination must be seen in the background of his view that God, before He can 
proceed to election out of grace, must have a basis for that election in the atonement 
effected by Christ's Mediatorship. Contra R.A. Muller, “The Christological Problem in 
the Thought of Jacobus Arminius; in NAKG 68 (1988) 145-163 (esp. 158-159). 

77 *Natura illius in eo consistit, quod omnis, quae Deo nobiscum est, aut nobis cum 
Deo, salutaris communicatio, Christi medio interventu peragitur? OR 36 (I 338). God's 
communicatio with us is: 1. his benevolent affection erga nobis; 2. his gratioso decreto 
de nobis; 3. his effectu salutifero in nobis. OR 36 (I 338). In all these things Christ is the 
Mediator: "Ubique Christus medius intercedit" (Eph. 1:6 and 5). OR 36 (I 339). Cf. OR 45 
(I 354): Because God created all things, including humankind, through his Word and 
Spirit, there is no communicatio with humankind except through the intervention of the 
Son and the Spirit. Qui possit? Because God's deeds are ad extra indivisa, and for that 
reason the order of his deeds ad extra is the same as the ordo processionis ad intra. 

38 OR 36-37 (I 339-340). 

3 OR 37 (I 340-341). Cf. PrD XXXII (II 376-377); XXXIII (II 378-379); XL (II 392- 
393). 

40 OR 38 (I 342): “ex ordinatione iusae misericordiae, misericordis iustitiae Dei.” 
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The fundamental place of God's justice as foundational concept in Ar- 
miniuss theology becomes readily visible in the concept of God's twofold 
love. Already in his response to Perkins does Arminius implicitly 
and explicitly speak of God's twofold love and the mutual relationship be- 
tween these two loves. The concept is further developed until it achieves 
final maturity in the Declaration of 1608. Arminius identifies the twofold 
love of God as the foundation of religion in general, and of the Chris- 
tian religion in particular. The first and most important love is that for 
justice, the second and subordinate love is for humankind. The latter is 
subordinate because there is one thing that limits it: God's love for jus- 
tice. In other words, God can love a person only when his justice has been 
satisfied with respect to that person. And when that is indeed the case, 
God will also certainly love that man or woman. Arminius goes so far as 
to argue that any and every form of religion is impossible if it does not 
maintain God's twofold love, in that order, and with that mutual relation- 
ship.*! 

A proper understanding of God's love needs to take into account its 
close relationship to God's will. God's will, logically subordinate to his 
intellect, is directed towards a known good. Gods love is equivalent to 
God's will directed to a good.? 

For Arminiuss view of God's twofold love, I will limit myself to the 
extensive exposition Arminius gives of it in the Declaration. The Duplex 
amor Dei is here explicitly called the "foundation of religion" in general, 
and of the Christian religion in particular.” There appears to be no 
essential change in content from the earlier writings, but the way it comes 
up in the Declaration as well as other later writings justifies the conclusion 
that it was an important notion in Arminiuss thought, and that he 


^! Arminius, Verklaring afgelegd in de Staten van Holland op 30 Oktober 1608, ed. 
G.J. Hoenderdaal (Lochem, 1960), 90 (I 634-635). 

? Cf I Altenstaig, Lexicon theologicum quo tanquam clave theologae fores aperiuntur 
(Cologne, 1619), 37. Cf. Stanglin, Assurance, 219-221. 

^5 Already in a letter to Wtenbogaert, undated [1599], does Arminius connect the 
non-functioning of God's justice to the fundamental (funditus) decay of religion: "nisi 
Deo justitiam ipsius prorsus adimamus, et misericordiae divinae administrationem lib- 
erae ipsius voluntati auferamus. Quo facto, et misericordiae seu bonitatis divinae infini- 
tati salutis dispensatione adscripta, perit funditus religio, et omnibus in universum 
hominibus, imo et diabolis, vita aeterna adsignatur,’ Ep. 45 (II 749) in Ph. Van Limborch 
& Chr. Hartsoecker (eds.), Praestantium ac eruditorum virorum epistolae ecclesiasticae et 
theologicae (Amsterdam, 1704). 
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himself became more conscious of it. As evidence, we point particularly 
to the "foundation" language just mentioned, the connection Arminius 
draws between the rejection of this foundation of religion and a doctrine 
of predestination that reverses the order and mutual relationship of the 
two divine loves, as well as the extensive passages on the twofold love of 
God itself and on the importance of a correct understanding of it.“ 

The context of this exposition is Arminiuss explanation in the form 
of twenty arguments as to why he rejects a "supralapsarian" —to use an 
anachronistic term— doctrine of predestination, where creation and fall 
are means to the execution of God's absolute decree. In his summary of 
supralapsarianism into four ^heads" (hooftstucken), the emphasis falls on 
justice and God's relation to sin. Of the twenty arguments, the nineteenth 
is by far the most extensive and treats God's twofold love as the foun- 
dation of religion. However, already in the seventh argument, on God's 
nature, does God's justice come up, defined as “a love of righteousness 
and a hatred of iniquity” and “a perpetual and wise desire in Him to ren- 
der to every one that which is his due? ^ Even if the term is not explicitly 
mentioned, the argument is still based on the Duplex amor Dei, and 
Arminiuss view of justice likewise forms the background for other argu- 
ments either explicitly or implicitly. 

The entire nineteenth argument is devoted to the Duplex amor Dei. 
Its content, length, and relationship to the other arguments allow one 
safely to conclude that its placement near the end of the Declaration 
does not imply it is subordinate to the earlier arguments, but is instead 
where Arminius finally builds his argument up into a climax. God's 


^ Verklaring, 90-94 (I 634-638). 

^ Verklaring, 77 (1624). 

46 Verklaring, 78 (I 624): A doctrine of absolute predestination conflicts with God's 
justice as defined by Arminius: "(1) It is at variance with the first of these ideas of 
justice in the following manner: Because it affirms, that God has absolutely willed to save 
certain individual men, and has decreed their salvation without having the least regard to 
righteousness or obedience: The proper inference from which is, that God loves such men 
far more than his own justice.— (2) It is opposed to the second idea of his justice: Because 
it affirms, that God wishes to subject his creature to misery, (which cannot possibly have 
any existence except as the punishment of sin), although, at the same time, he does not 
consider the creature as a sinner, and therefore as not obnoxious either to wrath or to 
punishment. This is the manner in which it lays down the position, —that God has willed 
to give to the creature not only something which does not belong to it, but which is 
connected with its greatest injury: Which is another act directly opposed to his justice. 
In accordance, therefore, with this doctrine, God, in the first place, detracts from himself 
that which is rightly his own, and then imparts to the creature what does not belong to 
it, to its great misery.” 
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twofold love— “without which there neither is nor can be any Religion" — 
is the foundation of religion "considered in general? With that, Arminius 
indicates that he first wants to consider the meaning of God's twofold love 
for religion in the pre-fall situation, irrespective of Christ. It consists of 
two things: 1. a love for justice, which also produces a hatred for sin; 2. 
a love for "the creature who is endowed with reason, and (in the matter 
now before us,) it is a love for man? Arminius here refers to Hebrews 
11: 6: "Anyone who comes to God must believe that he exists and that he 
rewards those who earnestly seek him.” God therefore displays his love 
for justice in that he does not will to give eternal life except to those who 
seek him. His love for humankind is that he wills to give them eternal 
life, should they seek God." 

The section that follows contains an extremely important passage on 
the mutual relationship of these two loves of God. Arminius writes: 


A mutual relation subsists between these two kinds of love, which is this: 
The latter species of love, which extends itself to the creatures, cannot come 
into existence, except so far as it is permitted by the former, [the love of 
justice]: The former love, therefore, is by far the most excellent species; but 
in every direction there is abundant scope for the emanations of the latter, 
[the love of the creature] —except where the former [the love of justice] has 
placed some impediment in the range of its exercise.— The first of these 
consequences is most evidently proved from the circumstance of God's 
condemning man on account of sin, although he loves them in the relation 
in which he stands as his creature; which would by no means have been 
done, had he loved man more than justice, and had he evinced a stronger 
aversion to the eternal misery of man than to his disobedience.— But the 
second consequence is proved by this argument, that God condemns no 
person, except on account of sin; and that he saves such a multitude of men 
who turn themselves away [or are converted] from sin;—which he could 
not do, unless it was his will to allow as abundant scope to his love for 
the creatures, as is permitted by justice under the regulation of the Divine 
judgment. 


According to Arminius, it is exactly this relationship that is reversed in 
the doctrine of absolute predestination. This reversal occurs in two ways: 


1. When it is stated that God wills to save some "absolutely" without 
taking their obedience into consideration in his decision to save, 
God's love for humanity is placed before his love for justice. In that 
case, God loves the person more than justice. 


47 Verklaring, 90 (I 634). 
48 Verklaring, 90 (I 634-635). 
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2. When God is said to will to condemn some "absolutely" without 
taking account oftheir disobedience in his decree, something is taken 
away from his love for creatures which is rightly its own, and God 
then hates his creatures without this actually being necessary from 
his love for justice and his hatred for sin. It is then no longer true that 
sin is the one and only deserved cause of God's hate.” 


Arminius goes on to remark that the extent to which this works to uproot 
the very foundation of religion can readily be demonstrated. The end 
of religion, which is practical, consists in the worship of God. For this 
reason, the parable Arminius relates to illustrate that the reversal of 
the order of Gods love overturns the foundation of religion, pertains 
precisely to what incites fervent worship of God in obedience to his 
commandments: 


Suppose a son to say, “My father is such a great lover of justice and equity, 
that, notwithstanding I am his beloved son, he would disinherit me if I 
were found disobedient to him: Obedience, therefore, is a duty which I 
must sedulously cultivate, and which is highly incumbent upon me, if I 
wish to be his heir"—Suppose another son to say: “My father’s love for 
me is so great, that he is absolutely resolved to make me his heir: There is 
therefore no necessity for my earnestly striving to yield him obedience; for, 
according to his unchangeable will, I shall become his heir. Nay, he will by 
an irresistible force draw me to obey him, rather than not suffer me to be 
made his heir??? 


Arminius goes on to apply the principle of God's twofold love to the 
Christian religion which is founded on the former. 


This [twofold— WdB] love, however, is to be considered in a manner 
somewhat different, in consequence of the change in the condition of man, 
who, when he had been created after the image of God and in his favour, 
became by his own fault a sinner and an enemy of God. God's love for 
justice on which the Christian Religion rests, is, First, that justice which he 
declared once, which was in Christ; because it was his will that sin should 
not be expiated in any other way than by the blood and death of his Son, and 
that Christ should not be admitted before him as Advocate and Intercessor, 
except when sprinkled by his own blood.—But this love of righteousness is, 
Secondly, that which he daily manifests in the preaching of the gospel, in 


® Verklaring, 90-91 (I 635). 
°° Verklaring, 91 (1635-636). 
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which he declares it to be his will to grant communication of Christ and 
his benefits to no man, except to him who becomes converted and believes 
in Christ”! 


The change from the way God's love for justice manifested itself in the 
Legal theology is that in the Evangelical theology, Christ is central as the 
one who atoned for sin through his death in order to satisfy God's justice. 
Sinners profit from this justice and share in the righteousness won by 
Christ through faith in Christ. Communion with Christ is established 
through faith in Him, and his righteousness is imputed to those who 
believe. As to the changes in the Evangelical theology for the way God's 
love for humankind, now considered as sinners, is revealed: 


God's love of miserable sinners, on which likewise the Christian Religion 
is founded, is, First, that love by which He gave his Son for them, and 
constituted him a Saviour of those who obey Him.— But this love of sinners 
is, Secondly, that by which he hath required obedience, not according to the 
rigour and severity to which he was entitled by his own supreme right, but 
according to his grace and clemency, and with the addition of a promise 
of the remission of sins, provided fallen man repent.? 


God's love for humanity is thus revealed in his gift of Christ to them, 
so that they may share in salvation through obedience consisting of 
faith and repentance. The gracious character of the Evangelical theology 
also comes out in the way God demands the obedience of faith and 
repentance: not as in the first covenant, according to the strict demands 
of perfect obedience to God's right, but in the way of grace, that is, in 
Christ. 

Arminius is moreover convinced that a supralapsarian view of pre- 
destination conflicts with the foundation ofthe Christian religion in two 
ways. First, in the case of election, when it reverses the order of God's love 
and subordinates God's love for justice to his love for humanity. Second, 
in the case of reprobation, not only is the order there reversed, but God 
is even made to act injustly: 


First, By stating, "that God has such a great love for certain sinners, that 
it was his will absolutely to save them before he had given satisfaction, 
through Jesus Christ, to his love of justice, and that he thus willed their sal- 
vation even in his own fore-knowledge and according to his determinate 
purpose.” Besides, it totally and most completely overturns this founda- 
tion, by teaching it to be “God’s pleasure, that satisfaction should be paid 


>1 Verklaring, 91-92 (1 636). 
?? Verklaring, 92 (I 636). 
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to his justice, because he willed absolutely to save such persons:” Which is 
nothing less, than to make his love for justice, manifested in Christ, subor- 
dinate to his love for sinful man whom it is his will absolutely to save.— 


Secondly, It opposes itself to this foundation, by teaching, “that it is the will 
of God absolutely to damn certain sinners without any consideration of 
their impenitency”;— when at the same time a most plenary and complete 
satisfaction had been rendered, in Christ Jesus, to God’s love of justice and 
to his hatred of sin: So that nothing now can hinder the possibility of his 
extending mercy to the sinner, whosoever he may be, except the condition 
of repentance: Unless some person should choose to assert, what is stated 
in this doctrine, “that it has been God’s will to act towards the greater part 
of mankind with the same severity as he exercised towards the devil and 
his angels, or even with greater.” 


Arminius also wants to look more closely at the passage from Hebrews 
11, which was cited earlier, in order to illustrate the way in which the 
twofold love of God is the foundation of all religion, as well as “the mutual 
relationship that subsists between the two, as we have already described 
them.’ In Hebrews 11:6 


two things are laid down as foundations to Religion, in opposition to two 
fiery darts of Satan, which are the most pernicious pests to it, and each of 
which is able by itself to overturn and extirpate all religion: One of them 
is Carelessness [securitas], the other Despair [desperatio].—Carelessness 
operates, when a man persuades himself, that, how inattentive soever he 
may be to the worship of God, he will not be damned, but will obtain 
salvation.—Despair is in operation, when a person entertains a persuasion, 
that, whatever degree of reverence he may evince towards God, he will 
not receive any remuneration. In what human mind soever either of these 
pests is fostered, it is impossible that any true and proper worship of God 
can there reside.—Now both of them are overturned by the words of the 
Apostle: For if a man firmly believes, “that God will bestow eternal life on 
those alone who seek him, but that He will inflict on the rest death eternal,’ 
he can on no account indulge himself in carelessness. And if he likewise 
believes, that “God is truly a rewarder of those who diligently seek Him,” 
by applying himself to the search he will not be in danger of falling into 
despair.”* 


As Arminius sees it, both carelessness and despair undermine religion in 
a most dangerous way. Both are further greatly promoted by a supralap- 
sarian view of predestination. For not only do God's two loves not func- 
tion properly if at all, but their internal relationship is also overturned. 


> Verklaring, 92-93 (1 636-637). 
54 Verklaring, 93 (I 637-638). 
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At the end of his exposition, Arminius summarizes and emphasizes once 
more the fundamental importance of the Duplex amor Dei for religion. 
It also appears as if Arminiuss view on the assurance of faith comes up 
"automatically" whenever carelessness and despair are removed. Through 
a proper understanding of God's twofold love, carelessness and despair 
disappear so that the assurance of faith begins to function properly. 


The foundation of the former kind of faith by which a man firmly believes, 
“that God will bestow eternal life on none except on those who seek Him,” 
is that love which God bears to his own justice, and which is greater 
than that which He entertains for man: And, by this alone, all cause of 
carelessness is removed.— But the foundation of the latter kind of faith,— 
“that God will undoubtedly be a rewarder of those who diligently seek 
Him;'—is that great love for man which neither will nor can prevent God 
from effecting salvation for him, except he be hindered by his still greater 
love for justice. Yet the latter kind of love is so far from operating as 
a hindrance to God from becoming a rewarder to those who diligently 
seek Him, that, on the contrary, it promotes in every possible way the 
bestowment of that reward. Those persons, therefore, who seek God, 
can by no means indulge in a single doubt concerning his readiness to 
remunerate: And it is this which acts as a preservative against despair or 
distrust.—Since this is the actual state of the case, this two-fold love, and 
the mutual relation which each part of it bears to the other and which 
we have just unfolded, are the foundation of religion, without which no 
religion can possibly exist. That doctrine, therefore, which is in open 
hostility to this mutual love and to the relation that mutually subsists 
between them, is, at the same time, subversive of the foundation of all 
religion.” 


Arminius also refers to his own view of predestination, the four decrees, 
as the “foundation of the Christian religion; because in it the two-fold 
love of God may be united together, — God's love of justice, and his love 
of men, may with the greatest consistency be reconciled to each other? 
Furthermore, it prevents despair to the necessary degree.” From this, 
it is clear that Arminius himself was aware of the connection between 
his view on predestination and the concept of the Duplex amor Dei. His 
view of predestination was so conceived that the Duplex amor Dei could 
come to full expression and be fully accommodated. It thus goes without 
saying that despair and carelessness, which follow from an incorrect view 
of predestination and God's twofold love, fall from sight when the latter 
is properly construed. 


>> Verklaring, 93-94 (1 638). 
56 Verklaring, 110 (1655). 
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In Arminiuss theology, concepts such as God's will and decrees, predes- 
tination, gospel and covenant are at times virtually synonymous, and 
all agree with the more dense concept of the Duplex amor Dei in spite 
of the perspective and connotation each contribute. Arminius calls his 
view of predestination the foundation of the Christian religion, of salva- 
tion and of assurance. It is the “sum and the matter of the gospel; nay, it 
is the gospel itself"? In this treatment of predestination in the Declara- 
tion, which can be characterized as comprising a four-decree structure, 
Arminius appears to unite into a coherent whole all elements that are 
relevant to him. It is the most balanced exposition of Arminius's view on 
predestination that is available.”® 

As was noted before, Arminius calls predestination the gospel itself. 
This indeed characterizes his entire approach. It is from that perspec- 
tive that Arminius decides to divide predestination, or the gospel, into 
four separate decrees with a particular order. In the structure and con- 
tent of his doctrine of predestination, his theological direction comes to 
clear expression. It also becomes clear that the content of the doctrine 
of predestination is the same as what Arminius ascribes to the covenant, 
the foedus that God established on the basis of his pactum with God the 
Son.” God's primary love for justice results in a fundamental place for 
Christ with respect to God's grace in the gospel. Without a preceding 
covenant (pactum) between God the Father and God the Son in which 
it was decided that the latter would as Mediator substitutionarily satisfy 
God's justice, no gracious communication and no foedus between God 
and humankind is possible. Christ's death of satisfaction forms the foun- 
dation for covenant, gospel and predestination. 

The distinctive elements of Arminiuss four-decree predestination 
structure are: 1. The fundamental and prominent place of Christ the 
Mediator and his atonement. 2. The establishment of the conditions ofthe 
new covenant, that justification and thus the unio Dei as final goal can be 


57 Verklaring, 106 (I 654). 

8 Verklaring, 104-106 (I 653-654). 

°° See EP 748 (III 440). Cf. EP 756 (III 451). Cf. C. Graafland, Van Calvijn tot 
Comrie. Oorsprong en ontwikkeling van de leer van het verbond in het Gereformeerde 
Protestantisme, Deel 5 & 6 (Zoetermeer, 1996), 195, who correctly remarked that even 
though Arminius continually spoke about election, what he wrote about it coincided in 
content with what he wrote about the covenant. On the Pactum in Arminiuss theology, 
see Den Boer, Duplex amor Dei, 80, 108-110, 164. 
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reached only through the means of faith in Christ, with the consequence 
that those who continue to reject Christ in unbelief will be excluded from 
the covenant. Further, the new covenant means that the way of justifica- 
tion by works of the law has been undone through the fall into sin, and 
become impassable. In fact, it stands directly opposed to the way of the 
new covenant, so that faith and the act of faith are directly contrary to, 
and imply a rejection of, attempts to be justified by works of the law. 3. The 
giving and "administration" of sufficient and necessary means of grace. 
The means are administered according to God's wisdom “by which God 
knows what is proper and becoming both to his mercy and his severity,” 
and agree with God's justice “by which He is prepared to adopt whatever 
his wisdom may prescribe and to put it in execution? 9? God's justice thus 
ensures that God's wisdom, where both mercy and severity (misericor- 
dia et severitas) have a place, is followed. The pair “mercy and severity” 
is closely related to iustitia, as Arminius on several occasions?! speaks 
in the context of the administratio of the means about God's justice as 
consisting of misericordia and severitas. 4. Ihe element of God's certain 
foreknowledge and middle knowledge, through which Arminius wants 
to maintain certainty and God's omniscience on the one hand, and the 
freedom of the human will on the other. 
The full account of Arminiuss four-decree structure is as follows: 


I. The first unconditional and absolute decree of God concerning the 
salvation of sinful man, is that by which he decreed to appoint his Son 
Jesus Christ for a Mediator, Redeemer, Saviour, Priest and King, who 
might destroy sin by his own death, might by his obedience obtain 
the salvation which had been lost, and might communicate it by his 
own virtue. 

II. The second unconditional and absolute decree of God, is that in 
which he decreed to receive into favour those who repent and believe, 
and, in Christ, for H1s sake and through HM, to effect the salvation 
of such penitents and believers as persevered to the end; but to leave 
in sin and under wrath all impenitent persons and unbelievers, and to 
damn them as aliens from Christ. 

III. The third divine decree is that by which God decreed to administer in 
a sufficient and efficacious manner the means which were necessary 
for repentance and faith; and to have such administration instituted 


60 Verklaring, 106 (I 653). 
61 A31A 139 (1748); HaC 943 (II 699); AN 957 (II 719). 
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(1) according to the Divine Wisdom, by which God knows what 
is proper and becoming both to his mercy and his severity, and 
(2) according to Divine Justice, by which He is prepared to adopt 
whatever his wisdom may prescribe and to put it in execution. 

IV. To these succeeds the fourth decree, by which God decreed to save 
and damn certain particular persons. This decree has its foundation 
in the foreknowledge of God, by which he knew from all eternity 
those individuals who would, through his prevening grace, believe, 
and, through his subsequent grace would persevere,—according to 
the before-described administration of those means which are suit- 
able and proper for conversion and faith; and, by which foreknowl- 
edge, he likewise knew those who would not believe and persevere. 


5. CONCLUSION 


Arminius appears to stand in the tradition of those who in the sixteenth 
century protested against the results of a causally deterministic system 
where the zeal for God's sovereignty, the sola gratia and the assurance of 
faith resulted, as they saw it, in God's authorship of sin. He distinguishes 
himself by his own approach, and joins himself with certain theologi- 
cal developments in his time. As his orthodox contemporaries, he shows 
great interest in the mutual relationship of Christology and predestina- 
tion, but consistently with his own emphasis on the absolute primacy of 
Gods justice as foundation of theology. 

In his departure from Calvins argument on the inability to com- 
prehend and know God, and in his criticism of the validity of cer- 
tain scholastic arguments used by his contemporaries, Arminius shows 


€ Verklaring, 104-106 (I 653-654). 

$$ Sinnemas conclusions on the doctrine of reprobation are fully in line with this: 
“It was especially his insistance that sin is the meriting cause of preterition that set 
his [Arminius’s, wdb] position apart from the dominant trend in Reformed thinking” 
(D.W. Sinnema, The Issue of Reprobation at the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) in Light of 
the History of this Doctrine [diss. University of St. Michaels College, Toronto 1985], 
150; cf. 447). ES. Clarke, Arminiuss Understanding of Calvin’ (in EvQ 54 [1982-1], 
25-35, here 33) is incorrect in arguing that the emphasis of Arminius’s criticism in the 
Declaration is “significantly different” from his earlier position: “Earlier criticisms, like 
those that predestination has reference to man as a sinner, and that the Calvinist view 
makes God the author of sin and denies human free-will, reappear, but in positions which 
indicate that they are now regarded as secondary. In general, Arminius’s standpoint has 
become less logical and anthropocentric and more theological and Christocentric.” 
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himself to be a theologian of his time. Within the carefully determined 
limits which he prepared for the free will,“ dependent on God's grace, a 
necessary consequence becomes visible of various elements that naturally 
aroused heated reactions from “Calvin/Beza”-theologians. This reaction 
mirrors the great opposition experienced earlier by theologians who had 
held views similar to those of Arminius. However, it is not the free will 
but God's justice that forms the leading motive of Arminiuss theology. 
Insight into Arminiuss view of God's justice, as well as the place and 
function of the concept of justice in his theology, is absolutely imperative 
for a clear understanding of his theology and of his motives in their 
original context. 


ABBREVIATIONS 


Works of Jacobus Arminius, in his Opera theologica (Leiden, 1629): 

A31AÀ Apologia 31 Articuli 

AAC Appendix AC 

AC Amica cum D. Francisco Iunio de praedestinatione per litteras habita 
collatio 

AN Articuli Nonnulli 

ARo Analysis cap. IX ad Roman 

DR;  Devero et genuino sensu cap. VII epistolae ad Romanos dissertatio 

EP Examen modestum libelli, quem D. Gulielmus Perkinsius apprime 
doctus theologus edidit ante aliquot annos de praedestinationis modo 
et ordine, itemque de amplitudine gratiae divinae 


HaC Letter to Hippolytus à Collibus 
OR Oratio 

PrD Disputationes Privatae 

PuD Disputationes Publicae 


64 Here we will not go further into Arminius’s view on free choice; see Den Boer, 
Duplex amor Dei, 174-180,197-198. 


"AUGUSTINE ASLEEP” OR “AUGUSTINE AWAKE”? 
JACOBUS ARMINIUS’S RECEPTION OF AUGUSTINE 


AZA GOUDRIAAN 


ARMINIUS AND AUGUSTINE: Two QUESTIONS! 


The theology of Augustine was very much alive in early modern the- 
ology. Given the prominence of the topic of Divine grace in theologi- 
cal debates since the Reformation it is no wonder that the doctor gratiae 
was still an important point of reference for the different participants in 
these debates. It was not hard to notice that discussions in the early mod- 
ern period resembled, on a theological level, the much earlier debates 
between Pelagian and Augustinian theology. The antagonism between 
Calvinism and Arminianism too was framed in terms of the dichotomy 
between Augustine and the followers of Pelagius. In the early decades 
of the seventeenth century the debates between Arminians and Calvin- 
ists fueled historical comparisons. They provoked such historical studies 
as Johannes Latius’s De Pelagianis et Semipelagianis commentariorum ex 
veterum patrum scriptis, libri duo (1617). Latius, later a member of the 
Synod of Dordrecht (1618-1619), gave his book a subtitle which clearly 
indicated that this historical survey was meant to make a contribution to 
solving the theological controversies of his day? In a similar way, albeit 
from a different theological perspective, the discussions of his day led 
Gerardus Joannes Vossius to publish a comprehensive historical survey 
on Pelagianism, Historiae de controversiis quae Pelagius eiusque reliquiae 


! Research for this article has been partially funded by the Netherlands Organization 
for Scientific Research (NWO), in relation to the research project led by J.A. van Ruler, 
‘From Erasmus to Spinoza: Classical and Christian Notions of the Self in Dutch Philoso- 
phy, Theology and Letters’ (sub-project ‘Classical Philosophy and Arminian Theology’). 
One of the indispensable tools used in preparing this article has been the online Library 
of Latin Texts (LLT, 2008). I am indebted to Keith D. Stanglin for his suggestions. 

? J. Latius, De Pelagianis et Semipelagianis commentariorum ex veterum patrum scrip- 
tis, libri duo. Hodiernis controversijs dirimendis peropportuni ac perquam necessarij. Acces- 
serunt Vadiani et Cassandri quaedam de eodem argumento, Harderwijk 1617. A special 
issue of Lias 5 (1998/2) was devoted to Latius; see here especially H. Florijn, ‘Johannes de 
Laet (1581-1649) and the Synod of Dort, 1618-1619; Lias 5 (1998), 165-176. 
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moverunt libri septem (1618), where the historical material was presented 
in support of the notion that Arminian theology could be accepted in 
the Church? Such historical studies did not appear in a vacuum. They 
presupposed a widespread orientation on Augustinian theology that was 
prevalent also during the lifetime of Jacobus Arminius. 

Arminius, too, knew Augustine and referred to his works.* Arminius’s 
reception of Augustine included on the one hand positive references 
to “what was said by Augustine in a beautiful way” and on the other 
hand more aggressive formulations, such as “Where is your acumen, 
Augustine" and “We do not rely upon his authority?” Of all of Arminius’s 
works, his treatise on the interpretation of chapter 7 of Paul's Epistle to 
the Romans includes by far the most references to Augustine.? Recent 
research has shown that a few of these quotations, found together on two 
consecutive pages in the Opera theologica, later re-emerge in the work of 
the Cambridge Platonist Ralph Cudworth.? The first posthumous edition 
of this Dissertatio de vero et genuino sensu capitis VII ad Romanos was 
published in 1612. The occasion for writing this dissertation probably 
was a controversy that arose in 1592 in Amsterdam about sermons of 
Arminius. 


3 Second, revised edition, Amsterdam 1655. Cf. C.S.M. Rademaker, Leven en werk 
van Gerardus Joannes Vossius (1577-1649)(Hilversum, 1999), 109-110. 

^ On the theme, cf. Diana Stanciu, ‘Re-interpreting Augustine: Ralph Cudworth and 
Jacobus Arminius on Grace and Free Will; Zeitschrift für antikes Christentum 11 (2007), 
96-114; Anneliese Bieber-Wallmann, *XII. Remonstrantenstreit; in: Volker Henning 
Drecoll (ed.), Augustin Handbuch (Tübingen, 2007), 627-633, here 628-629. In this 
article the edition in the Opera theologica is used: Iacobus Arminius, Opera theologica 
(Leiden [G. Basson], 1629). This work is online accessible at http://books.google.com. In 
what follows I also give references to (and sometimes quotations from) the English trans. 
by James Nichols (ed.), The Works of James Arminius, D.D., 2 vols. (London 1825-1828) 
and William Nichols (ed.), The Works of James Arminius, D.D., vol. 3 (London, 1875; these 
three volumes are henceforth cited as Works). 

5 Arminius, Examen modestum libelli Perkinsi, in Opera theologica, 726: “... quod ab 
Augustino pulchre dicitur ...”. 

6 Arminius, Dissertatio de vero et genuino sensu capitis VII Epistolae ad Romanos, in 
Opera theologica, 929: "Ubi tuum acumen Augustine?" 

7 Examen modestum libelli Perkinsi, in Opera theologica, 739: “At Augustinus ita 
explicuit; quid tum? Non stamus illius auctoritate" Cited here in the trans. Nichols, Works 
3, 427. 

8 Opera theologica, 809-934. 

? Diana Stanciu, 'Re-interpreting Augustine: Ralph Cudworth and Jacobus Arminius 
on Grace and Free Will; 96-114, here 112-114 for a list of shared quotations. 

10 See Eef Dekker, Rijker dan Midas. Vrijheid, genade en predestinatie in de theologie 
van Jacobus Arminius (1559-1609)(Zoetermeer, 1993), 29-31; Carl Bangs, Arminius. A 
Study in the Dutch Reformation (Nashville, 1985), 186-192. 
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Another posthumous work published in 1612, Arminiuss Examen 
modestum libelli Perkinsi, occupies the second place in the number of 
Augustinian quotations. Arminius wrote this work prior to William 
Perkinss death in 1602, and after the publication of the second edition 
(1599) of Perkins’s book on which it is based."? In this treatise Arminius 
commented on Perkinss De praedestinationis modo et ordine, et de ampli- 
tudine gratiae divinae Christiana et perspicua disceptatio. Perkinss book 
itself was replete with quotations from and references to Augustine,? 
which makes it less of a surprise that Arminius, too, felt the need to men- 
tion the Church Father. * 

Between February 1597 and August 1597 Arminius exchanged a series 
of letters with the Leiden theologian Franciscus Junius (1545-1602).!° 
These letters were posthumously published in 1613.'° This Amica collatio 
cum Fr. Junio includes a number of references to Augustine, nearly half 
of which are made by Junius. 

These works all date back from Arminiuss days as a minister in Ams- 
terdam (1588-1603). During his tenure as a professor at the University 
of Leiden he obviously felt less of a need to mention Augustine. The doctor 
gratiae is still mentioned in Arminiuss public disputations. In the Dispu- 
tationes publicae that are printed in the Opera theologica, Augustine is 


11 Arminius, Opera theologica, 634-807. Cf. Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 36-38; Bangs, 
Arminius, 206-2241. 

12 Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 38. 

B G. Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine, et de amplitudine gratiae divinae 
Christiana et perspicua disceptatio, Cambridge 1598, [iii], 1-3, 8-9, 11, 17-18, 21-22, 
25-29, 32, 34, 36, 38, 42-43, 45, 50, 51, 56-57, 59, 62, 64-66, 73-74, 76-77, 79-80, 81, 
83, 87, 90, 93-95, 101, 102, 104-109, 112, 116-117, 118, 121, 122, 124, 125, 127, 132-133, 
137-138, 141-142, 144, 146, 150-152, 157. 

14 Arminius, Opera theologica, 635, 637, 638, 643, 646, 657, 663, 665, 666, 671, 680, 
684, 685, 687, 688, 691, 692, 696, 701, 702, 705, 708, 726, 738, 739, 744, 755» 758; 759, 
764, 767, 768, 769, 776. 

15 A recent monograph on Junius has been published by Tobias Sarx, Franciscus Junius 
d.A. (1545-1602). Ein reformierter Theologe im Spannungsfeld zwischen späthumanisti- 
scher Irenik und reformierter Konfessionalisierung (Góttingen, 2007). Sarx does not anal- 
yse the correspondence between Arminius and Junius. 

16 Bangs, Arminius, 200n; on the correspondence as a whole, 199-203; cf. Dekker, 
Rijker dan Midas, 33-36. 

7 Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 27-41. No references to Augustine have been found, 
however, in Arminiuss Analysis capitis nona ad Romanos; Opera theologica, 778-800. On 
this work, printed in the Opera theologica as an Appendix to the Examen modestum libelli 
Perkinsiani, see Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 31-33. 
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mentioned in Arminiuss discussions ‘On the authority and certitude of 
Holy Scripture? ‘On the first sin of man,” ‘On human free choice and 
its powers,” and ‘On idolatry??! 

There are also still references to Augustine in Arminiuss Responsiones 
ad quaestiones novem, written in 1605,? the Oratio de componendo dis- 
sidio religionis inter Christianos that Arminius gave as rector magnificus 
of the University of Leiden in 1606,? the letter to Hippolytus à Col- 
libus of 1608,” the Apologia adversus articulos XXXI, a manuscript ver- 
sion of which may have started circulating in 1608,? the Declaratio sen- 
tentiae (1608), and in the Articuli nonnulli that were first published 
in 1613.7 Among these writings, the Apologia adversus articulos XXXI 
stands out for a considerable number of references to Augustine. How- 
ever, in these professorial writings, taken together, the number of refer- 
ences fell sharply in comparison to Arminiuss earliest Amsterdam works. 

Rather than providing a detailed and exhaustive list of Arminiuss 
explicit references to Augustine, this article intends to answer two ques- 
tions. The first question is: What was the character of Arminiuss most 
intensive discussion of Augustine's views, which is found in the Disserta- 
tio de vero et genuino sensu capitis VII ad Romanos? Why may Arminius 
have used Augustine as he did in this writing? The second question: 
Is it possible, on the basis of Arminius’s other writings, to identify a 
specific "Arminian" use of the Augustinian corpus by Arminius? The 
Arminian Remonstrantie of 1610 took a stance on five points of doc- 
trine that had been debated for a number of years up to that time. Does 


18 Arminius, Opera theologica, 203; Works 2: 91, citing De civitate Dei, 22, 5. 

1 Opera theologica, 241; Works 2: 154, citing Enchiridion, 26, 100 (CChr 46, 103, 16- 
17). 

2 Opera theologica, 263; Works 2: 193, paraphrasing Contra duas epistolas Pelagiano- 
rum 2, 8, 18 (CSEL 60, 480,4-8); Opera theologica, 265; Works 2: 196, quoting Contra 
duas epistolas Pelagianorum, 2, 10, 22(CSEL 60, 484,22-29). 

Opera theologica, 324; Works 2: 295, marginal reference to De civitate Dei, 8, 25. 

22 Opera theologica, 185, 186; Works 2: 66, 68. On this book, see Dekker, Rijker dan 
Midas, 45-46; Bangs, Arminius, 271. 

23 Opera theologica, 86-87, 98; Works 1: 407, 459. On this speech, see Bangs, Arminius, 
275-280. 

24 Opera theologica, 941; Works 2: 695. On this letter, see Bangs, Arminius, 295-296. 

?5 Opera theologica, 135, 148, 153-154, 163, 177-179, 183; Works 1: 675-676 and 
Works 2: 2, 11, 12, 26, 53-57, 63. On this work, see Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 47-48; 
Bangs, Arminius, 300-301. 

26 Opera theologica, 104, 123-124; Works 1: 557, 614-622. On this work, see Bangs, 
Arminius, 307-316; Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 49-51. 

27 Opera theologica, 957; Works 2: 718. On this work, see Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 
52-53; Bangs, Arminius, 332. 
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Augustine play a significant role in Arminiuss own positions on these 
points? In answering these two questions the main focus of this paper is 
on Arminiuss Opera theologica. This work includes the text of most of 
Arminius’s works? and it provides a representative picture of Arminius’s 
use of Augustine's theology. 


AUGUSTINE IN ARMINIUS’S INTERPRETATION OF ROMANS 7 


As a minister in Amsterdam Arminius started a series of sermons on 
Paul's Epistle to the Romans. Describing this stage of Arminiuss career, 
the prominent Arminian theologian Johannes Wtenbogaert related in his 
Kerkelicke Historie: 


Having arrived at the seventh chapter of this letter, he [Arminius] taught 
that Paul spoke there about himself, not however as he was at that time 
or about a man who is already under grace, but as still being under the 
law. Because ofthis explanation he was reprimanded by some brethren, his 
colleagues, who said that most Reformed teachers understood this passage 
in another way, and that his explanation implied two Pelagian errors: the 
first, that to humans is ascribed some saving or beneficial good apart from 
grace; the other one, that man in this life can perfectly keep the law of God. 
Arminius replied that he rejected these two Pelagian errors completely, 
and that these did not follow from the aforementioned explanation of his. 
And with respect to the fact that in his explanation he did not follow the 
sentiment of other Reformed teachers, he said that he was not bound to do 
that, but had to explain Holy Scripture in accordance with his conscience, 
and that he was free to do that if only he did not teach in opposition to the 
grounds of faith—which was not the case.?? 


8 Not in the Opera theologica: Arminius’s letters and his Examen thesium Gomari 
(Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 17), as well as a number of university disputations (“at least 
35; see Keith D. Stanglin, Arminius on the Assurance of Salvation. The Context, Roots, and 
Shape of the Leiden Debate, 1603-1609 [Leiden/Boston, 2007], 12). 

? [Johannes Wtenbogaert], De kerckelicke historie, vervatende ghedenckwaerdige sa- 
ken, in de christenheyt voor-gevallen, van het iaer Vier hondert af, tot in het Iaer Sesthien- 
hondert ende Negenthien, voornamentlijck in dese Geunieerde Provintien, n.p. 1647, part 3, 
103: "Ghekomen zijnde tot het 7 Capittel desselven Briefs, leerde hy dat Paulus aldaer van 
hem selve sprack, niet sodanich hy doe was, of van een mensch die nu alrede is onder de 
Genade, maer als noch zijnde onder de Wet. Over dese uytlegginge wiert hy van eenige 
sijne mede-Broederen, of mede-Dienaren, berispt; die seyden, Dat de meeste Gere- 
formeerde Leeraers die plaetse anders verstonden/ ende dat die sijne uytlegginge mede 
bracht twee Pelagiaensche doolingen: d'eene, dat den mensch eenich zalich-maeckende of 
heylsaem goedt toegeschreven wiert buyten de Genade: D'ander, dat de mensch in desen 
leven, de Wet Gods volkomenlijck konde onderhouden. Arminius antwoorde, dat hy die 
twee Pelagiaensche doolingen teenemael verwierp: oock, dat de selve uyt sijne geseyde 
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The Leiden theology professor Jacobus Trigland, who published a 
rebuttal of Wtenbogaerts Kerckelicke Historie in 1650, also spoke about 
this episode. He cited an extract from the Church council records which 
noted that Arminius spoke “with contempt" about “the arguments of the 
Church Father Augustine, saying: ‘Are not these wonderful arguments 
of such a Church Father, to whom people are devoting much attention 
nowadays, and did he not in a wonderful manner defeat the Pelagians 
herewith, and stop their mouth?” According to this extract from the 
Amsterdam Church council records, Arminius said he had “all Greek 
Fathers on his side"?! This report suggests that, as far as the exegesis of 
Romans 7 is concerned, Arminius favored Greek patristic literature and 
did not hold Augustine in high regard. 

Yet Augustine was quoted frequently in Arminiuss treatise on Romans 
7. One of the explanations for this seeming paradox is provided by 
Arminius himself. Arminiuss opponents confronted him with the au- 
thority of Augustine,” and, obviously, he felt that he had to take a 
stance toward this authority. An additional explanation for Arminiuss 
frequent references to Augustine is that Arminius was convinced that the 
early Augustine was on his side. He admitted that Augustine changed 
his view on how chapter seven of the Epistle to the Romans is to be 
explained—whether the apostle speaks about a regenerated Christian 
or about a non-converted person. Finally, even the late Augustine was 


uytlegginge niet en volchden. Ende wat aenginck dat hy juyst anderer Gereformeerder 
Leeraren gevoelen in dese sijne uytlegginge niet en volchde; seyde, dat hy daer aen niet 
en was gebonden, maer moste de Heylige Schrift uytleggen nae sijne conscientie, ende 
dat hem dat vry stondt, mits dat hy niet en leerde tegen de gronden des Geloofs, 't welck 
hy niet en dede” Two similar objections are mentioned by Arminius himself, Opera the- 
ologica, 906; Works, 2: 631-632. 

30 Jacobus Trigland, Kerckelycke geschiedenissen, begrypende de swaere en bekommer- 
lijcke geschillen, in de Vereenigde Nederlanden voor-gevallen, met derselver beslissinge (Lei- 
den, 1650), 283: “Als hy het sevende Capittel uytleyde, soo schreef hy den natuyrlijcken 
ende on-herboren mensche alles toe, 't welck den Apostel Paulus aldaer schrijft van 
den weder-geboren mensche, wederleggende de bewijs-redenen die de Kercke Godts 
tegen de Pelagianen ghebruyckt, ende onder anderen stelde hy seer verachtelijck voor 
de argumenten des Out-vaders Augustini, seggende: En zyn dat niet heerelijcke bewijs- 
redenen van soodanigen Out-vader, van den welcken men hedens-daechs soo veel wer- 
ckes maeckt, en heeft hy daer mede niet wel heerlyck de Pelagianen overwonnen, ende 
den mondt ghestopt?" 

31 Trigland, Kerckelycke geschiedenissen, 283. 

32 Arminius, Opera theologica, 894: “Sed veniamus ad Augustinum, et videamus quid 
ille de hoc loco senserit; quandoquidem auctoritatis illius pondere mea sententia gra- 
vatur, et premitur"; Works 2: 611. 


JACOBUS ARMINIUS'S RECEPTION OF AUGUSTINE 57 


considered useful for Arminiuss polemical needs. In his later period 
Augustine supported the view that Paul is speaking here about himself 
as a regenerated person. This interpretation is, obviously, contrary to 
Arminiuss own interpretation. However, even the later interpretation 
was polemically useful for Arminius, since he claimed that Augustines 
later view was still different from the interpretation given by most of his 
Reformed contemporaries.” 

In the first part ofthe Dissertatio de vero et genuino sensu capitis VII ad 
Romanos Arminius uses Augustine positively in support of his own inter- 
pretation. This part of the work is devoted to establishing that Paul does 
not speak about himself in chapter seven ofthe Epistle to the Romans, but 
about “a human being under the law? A first series of quotations is given 
with the intention to show that the “inner man" (Romans 7:22) is not a 
description of the regenerate human being. The expression "inner man" 
rather means the mind as distinct from the body.?* At this point Arminius 
quoted Augustine in order to advocate an interpretation that is directly 
opposed to what, for example, Theodore Beza wrote in his annotation on 
Romans 7:22.?? Beza was not that far removed from the late Augustine, 
however, as Arminius himself knew, for the Church Father had come to 
interpret "the mind" as “the regenerated part of the human being,’ which 
Arminius rejected as being against the customary meaning of the term 
in the Bible. 

Arminius considered chapter seven of the Epistle to the Romans an 
adequate description of a person who is in his mind affected by the 
law but not yet set free by grace. In order to illustrate this function of 
the law—to convince humans of their sin and to lead them to Christ— 


? Arminius, Opera theologica, 896-898; Works 2: 614-618. 

34 Opera theologica, 862-863; Works 2: 555-558. Arminius quoted from such different 
works as the Epistulae, De spiritu et littera, De peccatorum meritis et de remissione, 
De natura et origine animae, De perfectione iustitiae hominis, De Genesi ad litteram, 
Contra Faustum, De Trinitate, De civitate Dei, Enarrationes in Psalmos, and In Iohannis 
Evangelium tractatus. 

35 Theodorus Beza, Annotationes maiores in Novum Dn. Nostri Iesu Christi Testamen- 
tum, n.p. 1594, pars altera, 86-87. 

36 Arminius, Opera theologica, 931; Works 2: 677: "Mentem etiam cogitur [Augusti- 
nus] pro parte hominis regenita, seu pro homine qua regenitus est usurpare, citra Scrip- 
turam et phrasin Scripturae usitatam, ut ante in 1 capite explicuimus? On “homo interior- 
exterior” in Augustine, see also Cornelius Mayer, Homo, in idem (ed.), Augustinus- 
Lexicon, vol. 3 (Basel, 2006), 381-416, here 401-402. 
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Arminius gave a number of quotations from Augustine.” If the result 
of Arminiuss interpretation was that a distinction of three different 
states of humans is introduced (ante legem vel sine lege, sub lege et sub 
gratia), Arminius had no objections to this. Augustine already thought 
along those lines, as a quotation from Augustines Expositio quarundam 
propositionum ex epistola ad Romanos is supposed to demonstrate.?? This 
commentary of Augustine dates from the earlier phase in Augustines 
developing thoughts on Romans 7, in which the chapter was considered 
to speak about a human being “not yet under grace??? 

The second part of the Dissertatio de vero et genuino sensu capitis 
VII ad Romanos is meant to demonstrate that Arminiuss interpretation, 
according to which Paul was speaking about a human being “not under 
grace, has “never” been considered heretical in the Christian Church.^? 
Of course, Augustine himself once defended the view that Arminius con- 
sidered accurate: Paul speaks about humans sub lege.** Hence, Arminius 
wrote: “I have Augustine, in his former view, agreeing with me?*? He 
noted that the fact of Augustine having to answer a question of Sim- 
plicianus showed that the Church had not taken a definitive stance on 
the issue of how the text should be interpreted.? Arminius noted that 
while it is true that Augustine later changed his view on the meaning of 
the chapter, the Church Father did not condemn his previous opinion. 
In the Retractationes he stated that he considered his later view, accord- 
ing to which Paul was writing about himself as a man sub gratia, the best 
and more plausible of the two interpretations.^ Arminius also noted that 
the objective observer might be inclined to consider whether Augustines 
earlier interpretation may have been the more accurate of the two, espe- 
cially given the fact that it was formulated after “an accurate inspection of 


37 Opera theologica, 881-882; Works 2: 588-590. The Augustinian references are: 
Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum, 4, 5, 10 (CSEL 60, 531,1-4), 4, 5, 11 (CSEL 60, 
532,23-533,2); De correptione et gratia, 1, 2 (CSEL 92, 219,1-220,11), 5, 7 (CSEL 92, 
223,3-224,7), 6, 9 (CSEL 92, 227,23-27). 

38 Opera theologica, 883; Works 2: 591. Augustine, Expositio quarundam propositionum 
ex epistola ad Romanos, 12 (CSEL 84, 6,22-7,5). 

?? Frederick Van Fleteren, Augustines Evolving Exegesis of Romans 7:22-23 in its 
Pauline Context; Augustinian Studies 32 (2001), 89-114, here 93. 

4° Opera theologica, 888; Works 2: 600. 

^! Opera theologica, 894-896; Works 2: 611-614. 

? Opera theologica, 898: “... ego habeo Augustinum in priore sententia mihi consen- 
tientem ...”; Works 2: 618. 

5 Opera theologica, 895; Works 2: 612. 

“4 Opera theologica, 896-898; Works 2: 615-617. The quotations are from Retracta- 
tiones, 1, 23 (CSEL 36, 104,1-107,6) and 2, 1 (CSEL 36, 131,4-132,1). 
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the passage and a diligent comparison of all opinions; whereas Augus- 
tine admits that his later view was influenced by "the authority of certain 
exegetes of Holy Scripture? ^ 

In the third part of his work Arminius set out to prove that his inter- 
pretation of Romans 7 did not imply Pelagianism, or any other heresy. 
On various levels Augustine played a role in this discussion. First of all, 
Arminius gave a list of seven characteristics of Pelagianism which he 
claimed were taken from Augustines De haeresibus and from the work 
Hypognosticon (which he seems to ascribe to Augustine). These Pela- 
gian tenets, he claimed, were clearly opposed, rather than supported, by 
the interpretation of Romans 7 that he—Arminius— proposed and that 
could also be found in Augustines Expositio quarundam propositionum 
ex Epistola ad Romanos and in the De diversis quaestionibus ad Simpli- 
cianum.^* Thus, in Arminius’s view sin is the cause why humans have 
to die. He affirmed that Adam's sin was not only harmful to himself but 
also to Adam's progeny. Accordingly, Arminius also affirmed that chil- 
dren are born with original sin and deserve eternal punishment, as he 
found articulated in the references to sin that were made in Romans 7. 
Paul also wrote, in contrast to Pelagianism, that concupiscence is sin- 
ful. Also, Romans 7 shows that human free choice by itself is unable 
to will and accomplish what is good. The Pelagian doctrine that Chris- 
tians can live a perfect life is “neither taught nor refuted” in Romans 7. 
Finally, the Pelagian identification of grace and natural gifts is refuted by 
Paul, when he states, according to Arminiuss interpretation, that humans 
"under the law" are utterly unable to accomplish the good and resist what 
is wrong.“ 

Augustine was also cited in Arminiuss answer to the objection that 
Romans 7 is one of the key proof texts of the Church for the remain- 
ing imperfection of believers in this life. Augustines writing against 
Coelestiuss view on human perfection (De perfectione iustitiae hominis) 


^ Opera theologica, 896; Works 2: 614-615, with reference to Augustine, Retracta- 
tiones, 1, 23 (CSEL 36, 103,10-12). 

6 Opera theologica, 905-906 (here 905: "Augustinus lib. de haeresibus et hypognos- 
ticon haec ponit Pelagianae doctrinae capita"); Works 2: 630-631. Pelagian heresy was 
discussed by Augustine in De haeresibus, 88 (CChr 46, 340-342). The Hypognosticon or 
Hypomnesticon Augustini contra Pelagianos sive Caelestianos haereticos included a reply 
to five Pelagian tenets, plus a reply on predestination; see John Edward Chisholm, The 
Pseudo-Augustinian Hypomnesticon Against the Pelagians and Celestians, 2 vols. (Fri- 
bourg, 1967/1980), here 2: 103 the list of five Pelagian tenets. 

#7 Opera theologica, 905-906; Works 2: 630-631. 
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clearly demonstrated that there was an abundance of biblical passages 
available to the same effect, even if Romans 7 could not be used any- 
more.’ In addition, Arminius quoted several Augustinian texts in order 
to make the point that the imperfection of Christians is far less important 
than another issue that was indeed expressed in Romans 7: "the necessity 
ofthe grace of Christ and the impossibility for the law to conquer or avoid 
sin ...”® A similar reference to Augustine in relation to the perfectibility 
of believers is made in other Arminian writings as well. In his Apologia 
adversus articulos XXXI Arminius argued that Augustine did not alto- 
gether deny that human perfection is possible, but found it essential that 
God's grace be recognized. To this Augustinian view he did not object: 
Huic Augustini sententiae non repugno.? Similarly, in the Responsiones ad 
quaestiones novem Arminius mentioned Augustines view that the issue 
of the possibility of perfect obedience was much less important than the 
recognition that any such obedience is due to the grace of Jesus Christ.” 
In his Declaration of Sentiments Arminius summarized Augustine's view 
on the matter.?? 

Arminius not only argued that his exegesis of Romans was not Pela- 
gian. He also claimed that his interpretation rather constituted an obsta- 
cle to Pelagianism. For this Augustine was the key witness. Arminius 
quoted from De natura et gratia, the Retractationes, and Contra duas 
epistolas Pelagianorum.? The main argument was that even when inter- 


48 Opera theologica, 907; Works 2: 633. 

? Opera theologica, 907-908; Works 2: 634-635. The Augustinian references are De 
natura et gratia 59, 69 (CSEL 60, 285,6-10), 60, 70 (CSEL 60, 285,24-286,11), De spi- 
ritu et littera 2, 3 (CSEL 60, 156,18-21 and 156,24-26), further De natura et gratia, 
42-43 (CSEL 60, 269-270), 58 (CSEL 60, 284-285), 63 (CSEL 60, 290,11-13), De pec- 
catorum meritis et de remissione 2, 6 (CSEL 60, 77-78); 2, 14 (CSEL 60, 93-94); 3, 13 
(CSEL 60,149-151). 

°° Opera theologica, 178-179; Works 2: 55-56. Augustinian references are: De peccato- 
rum meritis et de remissione, 2, 6 (CSEL 60, 77,9-19); De natura et gratia 59, 69 (CSEL 60, 
285,8-10), 60, 70 (CSEL 60, 285,24-28 ff.), and 69, 83 (CSEL 60, 297,20-23 ff.). 

>1 Opera theologica, 186; Works 2: 68. 

° G.J. Hoenderdaal (ed.), Verklaring van Jacobus Arminius, afgelegd in de vergadering 
van de Staten van Holland op 30 oktober 1608 (Lochem, 1960), 116-117; Opera theologica, 
123-124; Works 1: 614-622 (it is not a direct “quotation,” as the translation in Works 1: 
617 has it); compare, however, De peccatorum meritis et de remissione, book 2; see Volker 
Henning Drecoll, ‘Gratia; in: Cornelius Mayer (ed.), Augustinus-Lexicon (Basel, 2004), 
182-242, here 204. 

d Opera theologica, 909-910; Works 2: 637-638. Augustine, De natura et gratia 54, 64 
(CSEL 60, 281,17-27), 55, 66 (CSEL 60, 283,1-6); Retractationes 1, 23 (CSEL 36, 106,9- 
11), Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum 1, 8, 14 (CSEL 60, 435,9-17). 
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preted as speaking about humans “under the law,’ the Pauline passage 
clearly showed the insufficiency of the law and of the natural capabilities 
of humans to save them from sin. 

Arminius did not only play defense. In the fourth part of his work 
Arminius attacked the view of his contemporaries that Romans 7 admits 
the fact of regenerated Christians still committing actual sins. According 
to Arminius, this interpretation finds no support in the early Church 
Fathers, including Augustine, but has rather been rejected by them. 
Augustine is quoted to the effect that when Paul said he did not do 
what he wanted to, the apostle was talking about the stirrings of inner 
concupiscence. The apostle, however, was able to withhold this inner 
concupiscence from erupting into actual sinful deeds. Hence, the “evil” 
about which the apostle was speaking, was “to desire (concupiscere) ; the 
"good" that the apostle writes he is unable to accomplish was "not to 
desire (non concupiscere)? Both evil and good are interpreted as mental 
facts.” In addition, Arminius understood Augustine' interpretation of 
Romans 7 as saying that "if this place is explained as referring to consent 
to and actual perpetration of evil, it can in no way be understood as 
meaning the regenerate [person], but [as meaning] the human being that 
exists under the law and is merely carnal, as he says"? Arminius drew 
this conclusion on the basis of a few passages from Contra duas epistolas 
Pelagianorum and Sermo 154.5 

Another attack by Arminius is found in the fifth part of his work. 
Here the thesis is developed that the view of Arminiuss opponents, 
according to which "good" and "evil" are actually perpetrated or accom- 
plished evil or good deeds, is a mockery of grace and ethically danger- 
ous. Augustines Sermo 151 is cited as a text in which Augustine recog- 
nized that a misinterpretation of Romans 7 may undermine morality. 
When misunderstood, the Pauline chapter might provide an excuse to 
unrepentant sinners. In order to prevent this abuse, Augustine made a 


= Opera theologica, 912-916; Works 2: 646-650. The Augustinian references are: De 
nuptiis et concupiscentia, 1, 30, 33 (CSEL 32, 244,22-245,4), 1, 31, 35 (CSEL 32, 247,2-9), 
1, 31, 36 (CSEL 32, 247,16-21); Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum 1, 10, 18 (CSEL 60, 
440,3-22), 1, 10, 19 (CSEL 60, 441,2-4), 1, 10, 21 (CSEL 60, 442,10-13); Contra Julianum 
3, 26, 62 (MPL 44, 734), 5, 7, 30 (MPL 44, 803), 6, 23, 71 (MPL 44, 866); De natura et 
gratia 62, 72 (CSEL 60, 288,2-18); Sermo 151, 6, 6 (MPL 38, 817-818), 151, 7, 7 (MPL 38, 
818), 151, 8, 8 (MPL 38, 819); Sermo 30, 3, 4 (MPL 38, 189), 30, 4-5, 6 (MPL 38, 190). 

> Opera theologica, 917; cf. Works 2: 652. 

98 Opera theologica, 916-917; Works 2: 651-652. Augustinian references are: Contra 
duas epistolas Pelagianorum, 1, 10, 18 (CSEL 60, 440,18-22), 1, 10, 20 (CSEL 60, 441,19- 
442,2); Sermo 154, 5, 7-6, 8 (MPL 38, 836). 
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distinction between experiencing lust on the one hand and consenting 
to it on the other hand, and he claimed that when Paul talked about 
"evil" the apostle meant only the first. Accordingly, in Augustines view 
the actual perpetration of evil deeds finds no excuse in Romans 7.°” 

The Conclusion of the work includes Arminiuss evaluation of the way 
in which the older Augustine interpreted Romans 7. Arminius offered 
a very critical review of Augustine's interpretation, without giving any 
more precise references to Augustine’s works. In a detailed examination 
Augustines interpretation of key words and expressions in Romans 7 is 
rejected. Arminius developed mainly logical and exegetical arguments 
rejecting Augustines interpretation of “carnal,” “sold under sin,” “evil” 
and “good; “I do not accomplish the good,’ “inhabiting sin,’ “the law 
of the mind,” “captivity to the law of sin,” the “body of death,” and “the 
mind??? Arminius did not spare the Church Father, accusing him on 
various accounts of “absurd” interpretations and asking on one occa- 
sion: "Where is your acumen, Augustine??? Arminius totally rejected 
the interpretation of the older Augustine—the "sleeping Augustine,” as 
he called him—joining instead the Church Father when Arminius con- 
sidered him “awake.” 

In Arminiuss exegesis of Romans 7 Augustine was not the authorita- 
tive example that he sought to emulate or follow as closely as possible. 
Many of his references can be explained as part of a defensive strategy 
aimed at establishing the legitimacy of his own interpretation of Romans 
7 against the opposed and widely accepted exegesis of his Reformed con- 
temporaries, who held Augustine in high regard. Hence the harsh crit- 
icism of the late Augustine's exegesis: if Arminius wished to maintain 
his own view, a rejection of Augustine's later exegesis was the conse- 
quence. The sharp tone of the criticism in the Conclusion, however, can- 
not be explained by supposing that Arminius wrote in an ad hominem 
style wishing to convince a readership fond of Augustine and attempting 


M Opera theologica, 921-922; Works, 2: 660-662. Augustinian references are: Sermo 
151, 1, 1 (MPL 38, 814), 151, 2, 2,3, 3 (MPL 38, 815), 151, 6, 6-7, 7 (MPL 38, 817-818). 

8 Opera theologica, 928-931; Works 2: 671-677. 

°° Opera theologica, 929: “Aeque absurdum. Ubi tuum acumen Augustine? sit venia 
dicto. Bonus enim Philosophus non semper est Philosophus, et quandoque bonus dor- 
mitat Homerus? Works 2: 674. 

60 Opera theologica, 931: “Hae mihi justissimae videntur causae sententiam Augustini 
repundiandi, et hic ab Augustino dormiente ad Augustinum vigilantem appellandi: quem 
non dubito etiam destitutum fuisse ab hac secunda sua sententia, si argumenta ista 
considerasset, praesertim ubi totius loci explicationem ita commodam vidisset, quae in 
nullo a Pelagianis torqueri ad ipsorum dogma probandum potuisset? Works, 2: 677. 
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to avoid their sensibilities. It reflects a strongly felt disagreement. Most 
Augustinian references, however, were positive, when the Church Father 
adopted positions that Arminius considered supportive of or similar to 
those of himself, or at least different from those accepted by his oppo- 
nents. This reading of Augustine was, of course, selective, undertaken in 
the service of Arminiuss theological intentions. 


ARMINIUS'S “ARMINIAN” REFERENCES TO AUGUSTINE 


What role did Augustine play in Arminius’s writings on the themes that 
posterity has come to associate in particular with Arminianism? Did 
Arminius use Augustine for "Arminian" ends? Historically, Arminianism 
has become known especially for the five articles of the Remonstrantie of 
1610, which defended that God elected believers (1), that Jesus Christ 
died for all human beings (2), that faith is a gift of grace (3) that can, 
however, be resisted by humans (4) and, finally, that it seems doubtful 
whether apostasy of believers is impossible (5). The text of these five 
Remonstrant points is to a considerable extent taken from Arminiuss 
Declaration of Sentiments of 1608.9 The question which role Augustine 
played in the “Remonstrant” theology of Arminius is, therefore, not as 
a-historical as mere chronology would seem to suggest. 

In the controversies of his day the historical argument seemed use- 
ful to Arminius on a more general level. Thus he claimed that in order to 
defeat Pelagianism successfully it was in no way necessary to adopt Fran- 
ciscus Gomarus’s or even Augustines own view of predestination.® In his 


61 G.J. Hoenderdaal (ed.), Verklaring van Jacobus Arminius, 36-41; G.J. Hoenderdaal, 
‘Remonstrantie en Contraremonstrantie; Nederlands Archief voor Kerkgeschiedenis 51 
(1970), 49-96, here 50-51. For an English version of the five articles of the Remonstrants, 
see Philip Schaff/David S. Schaff (eds.), The Creeds of Christendom, sixth ed., 3 vols. (repr. 
Grand Rapids, 2007), 3: 545-549. 

62 Tt is not even necessary to argue, with Adolf von Harnack, that the character of a 
religious movement can be assessed as well from its clearly developed later stages as from 
its beginnings; cf. E.P. Meijering, Athanasius, Contra gentes. Introduction, Translation and 
Commentary (Leiden, 1984), 154, with reference to Otto Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte des 
Protestantismus, I (Leipzig, 1908, vi). 

$ Examination of the Theses of Dr Francis Gomarus Respecting Predestination, in Works 
3: 656, corollary. Arminius here makes a reference to Innocentius’s detached statement 
about Augustine's view of predestination. A similar reference is also found in Arminius's 
Responsiones ad quaestiones novem (question 5; Opera theologica, 185; Works, 2: 66, in 
Nichols’ translation: ^... St. Augustine's doctrine of predestination; ‘yet this doctrine 
of his, we do not account it necessary to establish? as Innocent the Roman Pontiff has 
observed”). 
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Declaration of Sentiments he noted that no single Synod during the first 
600 years of the history of the Christian Church had authorized Augus- 
tines doctrine of predestination.Ó' In this way he downplayed the signifi- 
cance of Augustine' doctrine of predestination as such. The implicit mes- 
sage was that genuine Christian orthodoxy could exist without Augus- 
tines view of predestination being an integral and necessary part. Nev- 
ertheless, Arminius still considered Augustine’s view noteworthy or his 
authority useful at certain points. 

Article 1: The first article of the Remonstrantie of 1610 concerned pre- 
destination. On this theme several Augustinian statements were cited by 
Arminius. In his review of William Perkinss book on predestination, 
Arminius considered Augustinian the view that God "predestinated to 
life those who, He foresaw, would end their lives in the grace which 
had been prepared for them by God's predestination?9 In his Respon- 
siones ad quaestiones novem of 1605 Arminius claimed that Augustine 
wrote: "God has chosen to salvation those who he sees will afterwards 
believe by the aid of his preventing or preceding grace, and who will 
persevere by the aid of his subsequent or following grace? 66 A search in 
the online Library of Latin Texts, however, does not produce any corre- 
sponding sentence in Augustines work. It is striking that Arminius would 
invoke the authority of Augustine in support of a doctrine of election 
of believers. Later, at the Synod of Dort (1618-1619), various delegates 
cited Augustines teaching of a predestination unto faith (especially as 
explained in De praedestinatione sanctorum), as opposed to a predesti- 
nation based on God's foreknowledge of human faith.°” Moreover, Hugo 
Grotius admitted in 1613 that the Remonstrants disagreed with Augus- 
tine on this first doctrinal point—but on this first one only.°® Arminius 
seems to have thought otherwise. Yet he disagreed with Augustine at least 


64 Hoenderdaal (ed.), Verklaring van Jacobus Arminius, 73-74; Arminius, Opera theo- 
logica, 104; Works, 1: 556-557. 

65 Trans. Nichols, Works 3: 483; Opera theologica, 776; cf. Perkins, De praedestinationis 
modo et ordine, 159. 

66 Trans. Nichols, Works 2: 68; Opera theologica, 186: “Quum electio ad salutem 
non tantum fidem sed et perseverantiam in fide suo ambitu compraehendat, dicente 
Augustino, Deum elegisse ad salutem illos, quos vidit gratiae praevenientis auxilio credi- 
turos, et subsequentis perseveraturos; non recte fideles et electi velut pro iisdem sumuntur?" 

67 For a survey of references to Augustine in the printed Acta of the Synod of Dor- 
drecht, see Aza Goudriaan, "Dordrecht, Synod of, in: Karla Pollmann et al. (eds.), The 
Oxford Guide to the Historical Reception of Augustine (Oxford, forthcoming). 

68 Edwin Rabbie (ed.), Hugo Grotius, Ordinum Hollandiae ac Westfrisiae Pietas (1613). 
Critical Edition With English Translation and Commentary (Leiden, 1995), 136-143. 
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on the title of De praedestinatione sanctorum: ‘On the predestination of 
believers’ seemed a more accurate title to him, “for the object of predesti- 
nation is expressed in the Scriptures not by the words ‘saints, but ‘believ- 
ets. S 

If the Arminian election is related to faith, reprobation is related to sin. 
In the Examination of the Theses of Dr Francis Gomarus Respecting Pre- 
destination Arminius mentioned that Augustine did not consider sin the 
reason for reprobation, because sin was common to both the elect and 
the reprobate, and from one and the same “mass of perdition” some were 
chosen and others rejected.”° In his Amica collatio cum Fr. Junio Arminius 
argued that sin was not the cause why God decrees to reject someone, 
but that sin was a “required condition in the object (conditio in objecto 
requisita)? According to Arminius, this was also the view of Augustine, 
as he tried to demonstrate by several quotations from De diversis quaes- 
tionibus ad Simplicianum.”' In Arminius’s view, Augustine's doctrine of 
predestination was fundamentally different from that of Thomas Aquinas 
or John Calvin, because it considered sin as a condition in the object 
of predestination.” In Arminius’s examination of Perkins’s book on pre- 
destination Augustine played a similar role. Arminius cited two texts in 
which the Church Father stated that God cannot without injustice con- 
demn anyone who is not a sinner.? Arminius also quoted Augustine in 
support of his contention that the cause of God's merciful acts is God 
Himself, whereas the cause of His righteous acts lies in the disobedience 
of humans.’* Whereas Perkins argued that God's reprobation of humans 


© Examination of the Theses of Dr Francis Gomarus Respecting Predestination, trans. 
Nichols, Works 3: 587 (commenting on thesis 21 of Gomarus). 

70 Works 3: 594 (commenting on thesis 24 of Gomarus). 

7! Opera theologica, 510-511; Works 3: 92-93. Augustine, De diversis quaestionibus ad 
Simplicianum 1, 2, 18 (CChr 44, 45,552-553, 561-563, 565-567) and 1, 2, 19 (CChr 44, 
620-623). 

72 Opera theologica, 610; Works 3: 234-235. 

7 Opera theologica, 657; Works 3: 302. Augustine, Contra Julianum, 3, 18 (MPL 44, 
721): "Bonus est Deus, justus est Deus: potest aliquos sine bonis meritis liberare, quia 
bonus est; non potest quemquam sine malis meritis damnare, quia justus est.” Epistola 
186 (to Paulinus; MPL 33, 823): “Quenquam vero immeritum et nulli obnoxium peccato 
si Deus damnare creditur, alienus ab iniquitate non creditur? Both of these texts are also 
quoted by Arminius in his Examination of the Theses of Dr Francis Gomarus Respecting 
Predestination, in Works 3: 630 (commenting on Gomaruss thesis 27). 

74 Opera theologica, 663; Works 3: 313. Augustine, De diversis quaestionibus ad Sim- 
plicianum 1, 2, 10 (CChr 44, 35,294-296): “Noluit ergo Esau et non cucurrit. Sed et si 
uoluisset et cucurrisset, dei adiutorio peruenisset, qui ei etiam uelle et currere uocando 
praestaret, nisi uocatione contemta reprobus fieret? 
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does not include a reference to human sin, Arminius invoked Augus- 
tine, who interpreted Romans 9 as saying that those deeds which are 
strictly individual deeds are not considered by God (“not by works"), but 
original sin as a common attribute of humanity is indeed considered.” 
Both Augustine and Gregory the Great, who were cited by Perkins, are in 
Arminiuss view actually supporting the notion of sin as the “meritorious 
cause" of reprobation.”° 

Arminiuss insistence on sin being a condition for reprobation is con- 
nected with his view on how God relates to evil. Arminius quoted more 
than once a statement he ascribed to Augustine—which was actually said 
by the Augustinian Prosper of Aquitane—according to which God can 
make happen the “punishments of crimes" but not the crimes them- 
selves." In a similar way Augustine's distinction between God doing 
something and His permission of something being done by others is 
cited regularly in Arminiuss discussion of Perkins’s book on predestina- 
tion." Another Augustinian distinction quoted by Perkins—that what- 
ever is done “against” God's will is not done “without His will ?— 


75 Opera theologica, 685; Works 3: 345. 

7$ Opera theologica, 687; Works 3: 348. Arminius probably referred to Perkins, De 
praedestinationis modo et ordine, 25-26: "Istius reprobationis comparatae cuasa est mera 
dei voluntas, etiam absque respectu ullius peccati. Sic Augustinus: neminem deus liberat 
nisi gratuita misericordia, et neminem damnat nisi aequissima veritate. Cur autem illum 
potius quam illum liberet, scrutetur qui potest iudiciorum eius tam magnum profundum. 
Rursus: Quare tamen huic ita et huic non ita? Homo tu quis es qui respondeas deo? Grego- 
rius: Nemo perscrutari appetat, cur cum alius repellitur, alius eligatur—quia inscrutabilia 
sunt eius iudicia et viae impervestigabiles.” See Augustinus, Epistola 194 (to Sixtus, 6, 23; 
MPL 33, 882); De diversis quaestionibus ad Simplicianum, 1, 2, 22 (CChr 44, 55,807- 
56,808); Gregorius Magnus, Moralia in Iob, 29, 30 (CChr 143B, 1475,5-8). On Augustine 
as taking sin to be presupposed in both reprobation and election, see also Opera theolo- 
gica, 691-682; Works 3: 355. 

77 Opera theologica, 504 (Amica collatio: "Et recte Augustinus, Deus poenas criminum 
non ipsa crimina ordinare novit, ordinare nempe ut fiant"), 635 (Examen modestum); 
Works 3: 82, 268. 

78 Opera theologica, 637 (Examen modestum: "Aliqua enim eveniunt, quia Deus illa 
faciat, aliqua vero quia fieri sinat, secundum Augustinum et rei ipsius veritatem"), 696, 
701, 702; Works 3: 271, 362, 369, 371. Cf. Augustine, De civitate Dei, 20, 2 (CChr 48, 
701,34-36): "Quamuis ergo nesciamus quo iudicio Deus ista uel faciat uel fieri sinat, apud 
quem summa uirtus est ...”; Enchiridion 24, 95 (CChr 46, 99,28-29; cited also by Perkins, 
De praedestinationis modo et ordine, 42): “Non ergo fit aliquid nisi omnipotens fieri uelit, 
uel sinendo ut fiat uel ipse faciendo? 

7? Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine, 50, citing Augustine, Enchiridion, 26, 
100 (CChr 46, 103,12-15). 
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is interpreted by Arminius as a reference to God's permission, too.?? To 
what extent does God will that there be evil? In the Enchiridion Augustine 
stated that though evil as such is not good, yet “it is good" that evil 
things occur, for otherwise God would not have allowed them to take 
place. In his response to Perkins, who had cited this passage?! Arminius 
rejected Augustines statement taken in a strict sense, because evil is not 
brought about by God. The Almighty does not permit evil because it is 
good for it to occur, but because He can elicit good from evil. On this 
explanation Augustine’s statement “can be tolerated??? This explanation 
itself is very similar to an Augustinian passage quoted by Arminius in 
one of his disputations: “A Good Being would not suffer evil to be done, 
unless He was likewise Omnipotent, and capable [facere bene] of bringing 
good out of evil” 

Article 2: The second Remonstrant article claimed that "Jesus Christ, 
the Saviour of the world, died for all men and for every man ..."* 
In his review of Perkinss book, Arminius referred to Augustine on 
this doctrinal issue, too. On the positive side he mentioned Augus- 
tine and Prosper as authorities who supported the notion that the suf- 
ficiency of Christs death is universal whereas its efficacy is particu- 
lar? But Arminius was also critical of Augustine. The Pauline passage 
1 Timothy 2:4 was an important text for the defenders of universal atone- 
ment: God “will have all men to be saved and to come to knowledge of 
the truth.” Perkins had cited Augustine's interpretation of this passage, 
according to which “God wants all to be saved, that is, all those who 
[actually] will be saved.” Arminius rejected this interpretation: Augustine 
was not an authority to swear by.°° According to Arminius, Augustine’s 


80 Arminius, Opera theologica, 705; Works 3: 376. 

81 Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine, 45; Augustine, Enchiridion, 24, 96 
(CChr 46, 100,32-36): "Quamuis ergo ea quae mala sunt, in quantum mala sunt non 
sint bona, tamen ut non sola bona sed etiam sint et mala, bonum est. Nam nisi esset hoc 
bonum, ut essent mala, nullo modo esse sinerentur ab omnipotente bono ...”. 

8&2 Arminius, Opera theologica, 702; Works 3: 371. 

83 Trans Nichols, Works 2: 154. Arminius, “Thesis septima de primo primi hominis 
peccato; Opera theologica, 241, citing Augustine, Enchiridion, 26, 100 (CChr 46, 103,16- 
17). 

84 Trans. Schaff (ed.), Creeds of Christendom, 5 46; cf. Hoenderdaal, 'Remonstrantie en 
Contraremonstrantie; 74. 

85 Arminius, Opera theologica, 671; Works, 3: 324. 

86 Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine, 79-80. Arminius, Opera theologica, 
739 (“At Augustinus ita explicuit; quid tum? non stamus illius auctoritate"); Works 3: 427. 
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interpretation that God wants all men—in the limited sense of "those 
who actually are saved"—to be saved, was wrong.” 

Articles 3-4: Grace and the human ability to resist it were the subjects 
of articles three and four of the Remonstrantie. According to Arminius, 
Augustine made a “distinction between sufficient and efficient grace? 5? 
Perkins did not accept this distinction,? and it does not appear to be 
Augustinian either. The distinction is also brought up in a discussion 
with Perkins concerning perseverance. Arminius admitted that certain 
biblical passages cited by Perkins (Jeremiah 32:40 and 1 Corinthians 1:8) 


. are adapted to prove that believers do not depart from Christ; but 
you should add,—according to Augustine and the author of the book 
De vocatione gentium,—believers who have been predestinated to life, to 
whom also perseverance is allotted. The passages from Augustine teach 
that the grace prepared for the elect certainly moves their hearts, and 
is not rejected by them; because God persuades in such manner as He 
knows to be fitting for them, and adapted to persuade them. And this 
he calls “efficacious grace; which the same author always distinguishes 
from “sufficient grace? You, however, in quoting Augustine, reject that 
distinction very superciliously. But on what grounds? Because "no grace 
is sufficient for conversion which is not efficacious” I deny it; and nature 
itself protests against your affirmation, distinguishing sufficiency from 
efficacity.?? 


Perkins had cited passages from Augustines De praedestinatione sanc- 
torum and De diversis quaestionibus ad Simplicianum.?! Arminius inter- 
preted these passages in an "Arminian" way, that is, in accordance with 
his own concept of a predestination on account of foreseen faith.” (On 


87 Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine, 87 (with reference to the Hypognosti- 
con). Arminius, Opera theologica, 744; Works, 3: 435. On Augustines interpretation, cf. 
Drecoll, ‘Gratia’ (see n. 51), 232-233. 

88 Arminius, Opera theologica, 755; Works, 3: 450. No Augustinian texts are men- 
tioned, and it does not appear to be Augustinian either (De corruptione et gratia, 29-34, 
notwithstanding). 

8 Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine, 142: “Neque hic moror distinctionem 
gratiae sufficientis et efficacis: non enim agnosco gratiam sufficientem ullam ad conver- 
sionem peccatoris, quae non est efficax, ut iam antea dixi: quia deest plane liberum abi- 
trium in spiritualibus? 

% Trans. Nichols, Works 3: 471-472; Opera theologica, 769. See Perkins, De praedesti- 
nationis modo et ordine, 141-142. 

?! Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine, 141-142. Augustine, De praedestina- 
tione sanctorum, 8, 13 (MPL 44, 971), 8, 14 (MPL 44, 971), 8, 15 (MPL 44, 971); De diversis 
quaestionibus ad Simplicianum, 1, 2, 13 (CChr 44, 38,364-368 and 376-378). 

? Compare, for a similar "congruist" reference to Augustine, Arminius, Articuli non- 
nulli diligenti examine perpendendi, in Opera theologica, 957: “An potius juxta Augustinum 
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that interpretation it looks as if "the effect of God's mercifulness is in the 
power of man,’ even though Augustine objected to this notion in one 
of the passages quoted by Perkins.)?? The fact that Arminius referred to 
the author of De vocatione gentium may indicate that he considered the 
distinction between sufficient and efficient grace to be equivalent with the 
distinction made in De vocatione gentium between "general grace given 
to all men” that is distinct from "special grace"?! 

According to Arminius, it is up to the human being to decide whether 
to use free choice well and to accept grace in order to be saved. Those who 
deliberately refuse grace will not be saved. According to Arminius, this 
is not a Pelagian view, but rather what Augustine and the author of De 
vocatione gentium defended. As far as Augustine is concerned Arminius 
backed this up by quoting from De natura et gratia—for Arminius a less 
suspicious book to cite from than Augustines De libero arbitrio, where 
the same passage is found.” 

Article 5: The final issue discussed in the Remonstrantie concerned 
perseverance. In his critique of Perkins Arminius claimed that believ- 
ers can lose their faith and that this view was shared by most Church 
Fathers. True faith is, in Arminian theology, not per se persevering faith. 
Accordingly, Perkins was criticized for not having made a clear distinc- 
tion between persons who believe on the one hand and persons who 
believe and are also elected on the other hand.” The text in the Gospel 
of John, in which Jesus says that “Whosoever is born of God doth not 
commit sin; for his seed remaineth in him" (1John 3:6, AV) seems to 
indicate final perseverance of believers. Arminius admitted that the text 
offers a strong argument in favor of Perkinss view. However, he men- 
tioned an explanation by Augustine, according to which this text applies 


sic electi certo salvantur, propterea quod Deus decreverit gratiam illis adhibere prout con- 
gruum novit ut illi persuadeantur et salventur; quamquam si interna gratiae efficacitas 
spectetur possint per illam non promoveri etc. ..."; Works 2: 718. 

° Augustine, De diversis quaestionibus ad Simplicianum, 1, 2, 13 (CChr 44, 38,364- 
365). 

%4 P. de Letter (ed.), St. Prosper of Aquitaine, The Call of All Nations. Translated and 
Annotated (New York/Wamsey, 1952), 15-17. 

° Opera theologica, 177-178; Works 2: 53-54. De natura et gratia, 67, 81 (CSEL 60, 
296,8-16, where the passage is identified as a quotation from De libero arbitrio, 3, 18, 
53). 

% Opera theologica, 758; Works, 3: 455. Cf. Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et 
ordine, 121 ff. 
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only to persons who are elected and regenerated.? It is unclear which 
Augustinian text Arminius had in mind. 

Perkins cited a few texts of Augustine which were used by "scholas- 
tics" to attack the doctrine of the final perseverance of true believers. 
According to Perkins, however, these Augustinian texts referred merely 
to "imperfect virtues" and to persons who in the eyes of their fellow 
human beings—but not in truth—were pious Christians. Arminius, to 
the contrary, sided with those scholastic interpreters insofar as he men- 
tioned a series of Augustinian texts (from De praedestinatione sancto- 
rum, De dono perseverantiae, and De correptione et gratia), which he read 
as expressing the view that regenerated believers can actually become 
apostates and be damned.?* Elsewhere, in his Apologia adversus articu- 
los quosdam theologicos, Arminius quoted a passage from chapter eight 
of Augustines De correptione et gratia as one specimen of what he con- 
sidered a consensus patrum on the notion that real believers can still fall 
from the faith.” Perkins cited another text from De correptione et gratia 
in order to show that from the possibility for the sinless Adam to fall a 
possible apostasy of true Christians cannot be inferred.!° According to 
Arminius, however, this Augustinian text does not suggest the impossi- 
bility for apostasy of believers.!?! 

Some of Arminius’s references to Augustine had a clear “Arminian” 
character, especially in the book against William Perkins. The “Arminian” 
citations of Augustine were best visible with respect to the role of sin 
in predestination and with respect to perseverance. If Arminius read 
Augustine on two occasions in terms of a predestination of believers his 
interpretation differed notably from how a few years later both Hugo 
Grotius and the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) assessed Augustines view 
at this point. Augustine’s explanation of 1 Timothy 2:4 was rejected by 


?/ Opera theologica, 759; Works, 3: 457. Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine, 
126. 

°8 Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine, 132-133. Arminius, Opera theologica, 
764 (“Ex hisce locis, meo judicio, apparebit, Augustinum exstimasse quosdam fideles, 
regenitos, justificatos, fide, spe, charitate donatos excidere posse et damnari, imo excidere 
reipsa et damnari exceptis solis praedestinatis"); Works, 3: 464. Arminius referred to De 
praedestinatione sanctorum, 14; De dono perseverantiae, 1, 6, 8, 13, 16, 17, 22, 23; De 
correptione et gratia. 

9 Opera theologica, 135; Works 1: 676, citing De correptione et gratia, 8, 18 (CSEL 92, 
239,1-5). 

100 Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine, 137-138, citing De correptione et 
gratia, 11, 32 (CSEL 92, 258,22-29). 

101 Opera theologica, 767; Works 3: 468. 
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Arminius. The distinction between sufficient and efficient grace, which 
Arminius ascribed to Augustine, was not made as such by the Church 
Father. Most of the "Arminian" references to Augustine are found in 
Arminiuss critique of Perkins. This makes it hard to draw any conclu- 
sions about a potential broader agenda of Arminius in using Augustine 
on matters of grace and predestination. Perkins himself cited the Church 
Father frequently, and the wish to refute the English Puritan seems a suf- 
ficient explanation for the Augustinian references of Arminius in this 
regard. 


CONCLUSION: ARMINIUS AND AUGUSTINE 


Arminiuss works reveal a familiarity with Augustinian writings that 
is most easily explained by first-hand reading. It is hard to ascribe it 
exclusively to second-hand sources. The auction catalogue of Arminiuss 
library indicates that he possessed, in addition to separate editions of 
individual Augustinian works, a folio edition of the Opera Augustini 
accurate emendata in six volumes (Paris, 1541).!? Even though Arminius 
did not routinely indicate the volume number from which he was quot- 
ing, he gave references to later volumes, such as volumes seven or ten.?? 
The auctioneer probably did not offer the complete set that Arminius 
owned—or Arminius must have found these quotations elsewhere. 
Arminiuss relation to Augustine was ambivalent, both in his exegesis 
of Romans 7 and with respect to other "Arminian" tenets of his theology. 
On the one hand he used the Church Father as a supporting authority 
who could be cited in order to show the Christian orthodoxy of some 
of his own theological positions. In polemics he attempted to show that 
Augustine did not share some of the views of his Reformed opponents. 
On the other hand Arminius distanced himself from Augustine on var- 
ious accounts. The late Augustine in particular did not fit in well with 
the overall tenor of Arminiuss theology. Arminius distanced himself 
from Augustine’s exegesis of Romans 7 and 1 Timothy 2:4, and from his 


102 C.O. Bangs (ed.), The Auction Catalogue of the Library of J. Arminius. A Facsimile 
Edition with an Introduction (Utrecht, 1985), 3. For other Augustinian editions, see 11, 
20, 22, 23. 

103 For a reference to volume 7, see Arminius's Apologia adversus articulos XXXI, in 
Opera theologica, 177 in margine, not in Works 2: 53-54. References to volume 10 are 
given in Arminiuss Dissertatio de vero et genuino sensu capitis VII ad Romanos, in Opera 
theologica, 875, 915, 921; Works 2: 578, 649, 660, and in the letter to Hippolytus à Collibus, 
Opera theologica, 941; Works 2: 695. 
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doctrine of predestination, which he did not see as a core component of 
Christian orthodoxy.’ Arminius’s election of believers was not what the 
late Augustine advocated, nor was Arminiuss distinction between suf- 
ficient and efficient grace an Augustinian invention. It is true that the 
late Augustine, as Arminius noted, admitted the possibility of believers 
who did not receive perseverance.’ The Synod of Dort, however, came 
closer to the theological intentions of the late Augustine when it quoted 
another passage from De correptione et gratia that expressed both irre- 
sistible grace and final perseverance: "The will of no human being can 
resist God when He wishes to save ... (... deus, cui volenti facere saluum 
nullum hominum resistit arbitrium)? 99 For Arminius's theological pur- 
poses a late Augustinian statement such as this was less convenient. 


104 See above, footnotes 63-64, and cf. Bieber-Wallmann, Remonstrantenstreit, 629. 

105 Arminius, Apologia adversus articulos quosdam theologicos, in Opera theologica, 
135; Works 1: 676, citing De correptione et gratia, 8, 18 (CSEL 92, 239,1-5). 

106 De correptione et gratia, 14, 43 (CSEL 92, 272,13-14). As far as the Acta of the 
Synod of Dort is concerned, it was the most popular Augustinian text; see Goudriaan, 
"Dordrecht, Synod of? Cf. also Bieber-Wallmann, 'Remonstrantenstreit; 630. 


ARMINIUS AND ROME 


Eric H. COSSEE 


INTRODUCTION 


Remonstrants have repeatedly been accused of “papist leanings?! The 
first to call suspicions upon himself for being “Romeward” was Arminius. 
During his Italian journey, he had purportedly kissed the Popes feet. 
Rumours circulated of Episcopius having conferred with a noted Jesuit in 
Paris. An officialletter from the Dutch delegate in France, Van Boetzelaer, 
was required to prove that Episcopius had never had "any clandestine 
communications to the fatherland’s disadvantage" with the Jesuits. There 
was a steady flow of pamphlets alleging the Remonstrants were preparing 
to "once again put on the papists shoes" Well-known is a cartoon on 
which a Jesuit gives directions to Rome to "the Arminian Dung-Cart” 
(d'Arminiaensche dreckwaghen’—see p. 208). 

After the Remonstrant ministers that had been expelled by the Dort 
synod were deported at the Southern Netherlands border near Waalwijk, 
the imputations recommenced. At Waalwijk, where they enjoyed the 
patronage of the Catholic authorities, they were said to have taken the 
oath before the lord of Waalwijk and the bishop of Rome, something 
they had refused to do before the States General. With respect to their 
courtesy toward the Remonstrants, the Roman Catholics appear to have 
had a hidden agenda. From a correspondence preserved at the bishops 


! There is an abundance of literature on this subject. We confine ourselves to men- 
tioning: B. Tideman Jz., Roomschen en Remonstranten, in Uit de Remonstrantsche Broe- 
derschap, jaargang 6 (Amsterdam, 1895), 56-61; A.H. Haentjens, ‘De Remonstrantsche 
Vaderen en Rome; in Levensrichting, 1/ 4 (s.l. 1936), 106-109; J. Lindeboom, ‘Betrekkin- 
gen tusschen Roomsch-Katholieken en Remonstranten in den tijd der Synode van Dor- 
drecht; in Nederlandsch Archief voor Kerkgeschiedenis, deel XXVIII (Leiden, 1936), 3- 
20; PH. Winkelman, Remonstranten en Katholieken in de eeuw van Hugo de Groot (diss. 
Nijmegen, 194 5); A.H. Haentjens, ‘De Remonstranten en Rome, in A.H. Haentjens, Frag- 
menten uit de geschiedenis van de Remonstrantse Broederschap (Lochem, 1959), 18-22; 
J.C. Groot, ‘Rome en de Remonstranten; in H.J. Adriaanse et al. (ed.), In het spoor van 
Arminius (Nieuwkoop, 1975), 143-150; E.H. Cossee, Rome en de remonstranten, in 
AdRem, remonstrants maandblad, 16/ 5 (Utrecht, 2005), 14. 
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archives at Den Bosch, it is obvious the Catholic authorities nursed hopes 
of influential Remonstrants defecting, thus reinforcing the Catholics’ 
position in the Netherlands.? 

The Remonstrants’ sojourn at Antwerp, which between 30 September 
and 4 October 1619 saw the establishment of the Remonstrant Brother- 
hood, led to further suspicions. The Remonstrant refugee congregations 
at Rouen and Paris, that existed some years onwards from 1620, induced 
the Catholic clergy to entice the Remonstrants to return to the church of 
Rome. 

Again and again, the Remonstrants rejected these Catholic overtures. 
Through the spoken and written word they rebutted alleged crypto- 
Catholic beliefs.” Likewise their Confession or Declaration of the Opin- 
ion of the Ministers, Whom Have Been Named Remonstrant in the United 
Netherlands, published in 1621, was partly meant to exculpate Remon- 
strantism of Roman Catholic blemishes. Now, to what extent did Armin- 
iuss life and works give cause to these persistently recurring allegations? 


ARMINIUS'S YOUTH AND STUDENT Days? 


In his place of birth, Arminius experienced the influence of the priest of 
Oudewater, Theodorus Aemilius, from early on. Aemilius was probably 
a kindred spirit of Anastasius Veluanus and Hubertus Duifhuys, who are 
considered the Remonstrants’ precursors. Arminius’s motto Bona consci- 
entia paradisus (a clean conscience is a paradise) is said to originate from 
Aemilius. Still, it is impossible to determine what influence Aemilius had 
on Arminius's opinion on the Roman Catholic church. Indeed, he was 
of a tolerant attitude, albeit he was critical of certain Catholic misuses. 
Favouring reform, he sought refuge in Utrecht, where Arminius accom- 
panied him in order to attend the Hieronymus School. 


? Archief Bisdom 's-Hertogenbosch, Stukken betreffende de Arminiaanse predikanten 
te Waalwijk, juli-augustus 1619, archives Parochie Sint Jan te Waalwijk, provisional 
numeration AK 11-8. 

? A.H. Haentjens, Bestrijding van het Roomsch-Katholicisme in Remonstrantsche 
pamfletten; in Uit de Remonstrantsche Broederschap, jaargang 11 (Amsterdam, 1900), 
125-130. 

^ In as far as unspecified, biographic details have been extracted from: Carl Bangs, 
Arminius. A Study in the Dutch Reformation, Nashville/New York 1971 (2d ed. 1985); 
G.J. Hoenderdaal, ‘Arminius, Jacobus (Hermansz.); in D. Nauta et al. (ed.), Biografisch 
Lexicon voor de geschiedenis van het Nederlandse Protestantisme, deel 2 (Kampen, 1983), 
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After having read at Leiden for six years, Arminius continued his stud- 
ies in Geneva. Before his return to Holland he was persuaded by his fel- 
low student Adrianus Junius to make a journey to Italy with him. Of this 
journey no documents have survived, so it is unknown what encoun- 
ters Arminius had there. The slander this journey provoked later on can 
therefore not be refuted with evidence. When the strife on predestination 
had broken out, Calvinists attempted to demonstrate the Catholic origin 
of Arminiuss stance. Obviously, they seized the opportunity to use his 
journey to Rome as a damning fact. Judging by Bertius, however, this 
visit had merely confirmed Arminius in his aversion to Rome.? 


MINISTER IN AMSTERDAM 


In 1587, Arminius returned from Geneva and took up residence at Ams- 
terdam, where he was ordained as a minister of the Reformed Church in 
1588. Even in Arminiuss first years as a minister, according to Counter 
Remonstrant Trigland, he would have made utterances in favour of 
Rome. For instance, in a Wednesday evening prayer at the Oude Kerk he 
would have said that those who in the Roman Catholic Church receive 
the sacrament of the extreme unction in good conscience, will do no 
harm whatsoever to the cause of Jesus Christ. Some time afterward, in 
his exegesis of the Epistle to the Romans chapter 4, he would have con- 
tended it were far better had the Reformed stayed Roman Catholic. For 
there they performed good deeds deserving heaven, whereas now they 
performed no good deeds at all, for the sake of anything whatsoever. 
Be that as it may, trouble only started properly when in 1590 Arminius 
received a request from the theologian Lydius of Franeker to defend 
Calvins and Bezas predestination doctrine against Coornhert’s opin- 
ions, who repudiated unconditional predestination. Evidently, Arminius 
tended to agree with Coornhert rather than with those he was to defend. 
Of necessity he now abandoned the actual defence and decided instead 
to examine the matter for compatibility with Scripture and tradition. 
Arminiuss sermons on the Epistle to the Romans brought about new 
embarrassment and aroused accusations of Pelagianism and Socinian- 
ism. It was claimed he attributed too much good to man who is not yet 


5 P. Bertius, Liickoratie over den doot vanden Eerwaardighen ende wytberoemden 
Heere Jacobus Arminius [...] (Leiden, 1609), B3. 

6 J. Trigland, Kerckelijcke Geschiedenissen (Leiden, 1651), 282f. This whole story is 
troublesoms. Carl Bangs has rightly questioned its reliability. See Bangs, Arminius, 113. 
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born-again. Incidentally, it is difficult to ascertain what Arminius' exact 
thoughts were at this time. The image is tainted with what his opponents 
foisted upon him. They amongst others reproached him for preaching 
that “God had not yet issued a valedictory letter to the Roman Catholic 
Church,” a statement that was heavily reckoned against him, but which 
was endorsed by authoritative contemporaries like the Leiden professor 
of theology, Franciscus Junius. 


PROFESSOR AT LEIDEN UNIVERSITY 


When in 1602 Junius succumbed to the plague, Arminius was nom- 
inated as his successor. Although initially Arminius did not aspire to 
this appointment, it became a point of honour to him when those who 
accused him of heterodoxy emerged to frustrate this proposal. Gomarus, 
who had been a professor of theology at Leiden since 1594, lodged 
a protest against Arminiuss entrance. These objections were dispelled 
through mediation by governors, and after having been awarded his doc- 
tors degree by Gomarus, in 1603 Arminius was appointed professor at 
the Leiden Faculty of Theology. Although hitherto he had not explicitly 
revealed his notions on predestination, he was compelled to do so when 
on 7 February 1604, he was scheduled to have propositions on the subject 
defended. Then he describes predestination as "the decree of God's good 
pleasure in Christ, by which he resolved within himself from eternity, to 
justify, adopt, and bestow with eternal life believers, whom he decreed to 
bestow with faith, to the praise of his glorious grace"? 

With this formulation, Arminius attempts to avoid the blasphemous 
thought of God as the originator of sin, as well as that of Pelagian- 
ism, which deems man capable of obtaining salvation by nature. This 
faith is not acquired by man himself, but is bestowed on him by God's 
grace in Jesus Christ. With this perhaps somewhat ambivalent defini- 
tion Arminius strove to preclude a mechanistic election creed, in which 
the loss of the organic relationship between God and man is imminent. 
Christis no longer merely the instrument of election, but Christ is partic- 


7 G. Brandt, Historie der Reformatie, deel II (Amsterdam, 1674), 46. 

8 Disputatio Publica XV, ii: Praedestinatio itaque, ad rem quod attinet ipsam est 
decretum beneplaciti Dei in Christo, quo apud se ab aeterno statuit fideles, quos fide 
donare decrevit, justificare, adoptare et vita aeterna donare ad laudem gloriosae gratiae 
suae (Jacobus Arminius, Opera Theologica [Leiden, 1629], 283). 


ARMINIUS AND ROME 77 


ularly the footing, the fundamentum on which the election is based. This, 
however, does not alter God's sovereignty. Arminius consciously stayed 
within the scope of the Calvinist dogmatics. 

The structure of Arminius’s predestination principles could be called 
Roman Catholic in as far as they presuppose a factor of dependence, 
condition: faith. Does this “contribution” of man in achieving salvation 
not tend to the Roman Catholic doctrine of good works? Arminius 
meets this objection by articulating it as “foreseen faith” rather than 
“foreseen merits.” The protestant character of his notions is apparent in 
his emphasizing the sola fide: sanctification is granted by faith alone, 
and not, as in the Roman Catholic notion, by faith and good works. For 
this reason Arminius, like the other reformers, condemns the following 
Roman Catholic teachings: Mass, indulgence, purgatory and hagiolatry. 
The doctrine of justification through faith alone is affected by such 
teachings; it is not the doctrine of predestination, but that of justification 
which is made “the heart of the church.” Nevertheless, because of the idea 
that there is condition for the election (i.e. faith), there seems to be some 
connection between Arminius and Roman Catholic beliefs. 

In his letter dated 29 August 1604,” Arminius responds to Johannes 
Wtenbogaert's question of his opinion on the necessity of Christian faith, 
while such a large part of mankind does not know Jesus Christ. Arminius 
then points out the law of nature, which is known to all humans, and 
conscience as the will of God. The Scriptures teach Christian faith is nec- 
essary to attain salvation. It would, however, be unfair to require faith in 
Jesus Christ from those who have never heard of him. Yet should people 
of no faith be able to attain salvation, it would be just as preposterous call- 
ing ita great blessing that Christ is preached to us, as it would to threaten 
the unfaithful with a severe punishment. 

Arminius subsequently reaches the following line of reasoning: any 
person, having come to the age of discretion, must and can be aware of 
his sins. He is capable of recognizing the necessity of God's compassion in 
order to attain salvation. He is capable of repentance and invoking God's 
mercy. God is disposed to come to mans rescue, but faith in a mediator is 
a requirement. God is willing to confer on men the word of faith. Those 
who do not repent oftheir sins, are being left to their plight. The law is the 
tutor unto Christ. The Holy Spirit collaborates with the law in bringing 
man to Jesus Christ. 


? Quoted by J.H. Maronier, Jacobus Arminius. Een biografie (Amsterdam, 1905), 192 f. 
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Here Winkelman observes a Catholic tendency in Arminiuss reason- 
ing, namely that an implicit faith may be considered sufficient to attain 
salvation. He establishes that according to Arminius there should be a 
proportion between work and reward. Winkelman poses the question: 
“Has he [Arminius] as such not made a breach in his principle of sola 
fides? Indubitably he has pronounced solemnly to fill up this crevice. 
Sanctification was to be through faith and faith alone. How this is to be 
reconciled with the issue of contented heathens remains to be solved”! 
With his principles of conditional predestination, the tenets connected, 
and the precarious certitude of his sola fides doctrine, decides Winkel- 
man, Arminius draws up close to Roman Catholicism. He is there- 
fore not surprised Arminius still perceived vestigia Christianitatis with 
them. 

We pass over in silence the extracurricular counter-disputation on 
predestination held by Gomarus on 31 October 1604, in response to 
Arminius. As yet Arminiuss position at the Leiden university remained 
unimpaired. In the year 1605-1606 he held the office of rector. On 8 
February 1606 he turned over his office with the address De compo- 
nendo dissidio religionis inter christianos'' (on the settling of religious 
disputes among Christians), preaching ecclesiastical peace through tol- 
erance. In this speech, Arminius remains true to Calvinism and does 
not elaborate on his disposition towards the Roman Catholic Church. A 
year afterwards, however, slander compelled him to declare himself more 
openly.” 

First, on 22 February 1606 a public disputation was held on indul- 
gences and purgatory: de indulgentiis et purgatorio. Later that same 
year, Arminius challenged the invocation of saints in the disputation De 
invocatione sanctorum.'* On 1 August he held a discourse Qua asseritur 
Ecclesias secessionem non fecisse, in which he defended the proposi- 
tion that the Reformed have not deviated from the Roman Catholics, but 
Roman Catholics from the true church. In De idololatria!é he had fin- 
ished with “Roman idolatry.’ Finally, on 23 July 1608, Arminius turned 


10 Winkelman, Remonstranten en Katholieken, 21. 

!! Arminius, Opera Theologica, 71-91. 

12 [n this context Winkelman speaks of a “vulgar anti-Rome campaign,’ Remonstran- 
ten en Katholieken, 28. 

13 Syntagma Disputationum Theologicarum (Rotterdam, 1615), no. 9. 

14 Arminius, Opera Theologica, 331. 

15 Arminius, Opera Theologica, 312. 

16 Arminius, Opera Theologica, 321. 


ARMINIUS AND ROME 79 


against the excrescences of the papacy, in his disputation De pontifice 
Romano et praecipuis qui ipsi attribuuntur Titulis.' 

These disputations were public and were translated into Dutch. The 
first, on indulgences and purgatory, was published separately; the re- 
maining four were issued simultaneously in the pamphlet Vierderley 
Theses of Articulen teghen 't Pausdom (The Hague, 1610/5). Arminius 
found indulgences, purgatory, sacrifice of the Mass, the five sacraments 
and the invocation of saints incongruous with the doctrine of sola fides 
he advocated. The manner in which he voiced his disapproval, however, 
was not in style with his oration on ecclesiastical peace.!? Here he spoke 
in terms that may have been customary in his day, but did not befit his 
irenic persuasion. 

A low point in Arminiuss comments on the popedom is presented 
by the aforementioned Van den Paus van Romen ende de bysondere 
Tijtulen die hem toegeschreven werden.” Arminius denies the Pope the 
following titles: “Bridegroom, the Head, the fundament of the Universal 
Church, a vice-regent of God and Jesus Christ on Earth, a Lord over the 
entire Christian people, in full power over all spiritual matters as well 
as secular, in as far belonging in any way to the clergy, and finally a 
prince of pastors and bishops"?! He rather agrees with the others, who 
dishonour the Pope completely with pejorative titles: “an adulterer of 
the church and a guardian of whores, a false prophet, a disturber and 
destroyer of the church, an opponent of God, the Antichrist, an evil and 
mistaken servant who casts a slur on the episcopacy and is unworthy of 
the name of bishop??? The first series of titles accrue to Jesus Christ solely. 
By assuming these titles, the Pope substitutes himself for Jesus Christ, 
without concern for the blasphemy or profanity lain therein. 

Arminiuss mildly worded speech of 1606 stands out in stark contrast 
to those of the disputation Vanden Paus van Romen. The only obvious 
explanation for this disparity would be that Arminius succumbed to the 
increasing slander, and at the expense of his peaceableness eventually 
attacked the papacy in order to cast off suspicions of Roman sympathies. 


7 Arminius, Opera Theologica, 306. 

18 In some of his Disputationes Privatae Arminius turns against the Roman Catholics 
as well: ‘De Missa Papali' (Opera Theologica, 426) and ‘De falsis quinque Sacramentis' 
(Opera Theologica, 427). 

19 See note 11. 

20 See note 17. 

?! Vierderley Theses, 16. 

2 Vierderley Theses, 20. 
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In this connection Winkelman aptly remarks: “It cannot be a coincidence 
that all his disputations against Rome date from the years of his repres- 
sion, that the final one is also the most scathing, and that it was held after 
he and Gomarus had appeared before the Supreme Court, three months 
prior to rendering account for his conduct at the assembly of the States 
of Holland”? 

At a disputation on church assemblies on 5 September 1608, Arminius 
commented considerably more favourably on the Pope: “The Pope is 
our brother, unless he can not say the Lord’s Prayer with us.’ The vehe- 
ment Calvinist protest against this statement made Arminius return to 
his position of 23 July. Still, he was not capable of seeing the Antichrist 
in every Pope. For men like the unpretentious, reform-minded Pope 
Adrian VI from Utrecht he was willing to make an exception. In his 
appreciation of the papacy, Arminius is torn between justice and unrea- 
sonable orthodoxy. To prevent losing the Calvinists’ support, he de- 
nounced the papacy in their own terminology. But it doesnt seem too 
bold to suppose that the exception which Arminius makes for a pope 
like Adrian VI is more consistent with his true opinion. 

A similar ambivalence is found in the aforementioned disputation Van 
dafsondering der Gereformeerde Kerken van de Roomsche, held on 1 Au- 
gust 1607.” In matters of faith and religious practice, Reformed should 
not commune with Roman Catholics. But in one respect the Reformed 
never deviated from the Catholics: they all are aware of the rule of chris- 
tian charity. The Reformed demonstrate this, after Arminius, by the “kind 
and gentle speech and manner" in which they treat the Catholics in places 
where they bear sway. However, Arminius observes the opposite as well: 
there are indeed towns where Catholics are impeded in their religious 
practice and are forced to attend services of the Reformed, under penalty 
of a fine. From this ambivalent attitude it is obvious once more that 
Arminius was caught between two fires. He had to remain on good terms 
with the moderates, who were in authority at University and in the States, 
as well as with the strictly orthodox, who dominated the church. 

A further point of issue was that Arminius would have recommended 
his students to read Bellarminus? and other Catholic theologians. It 


3 Winkelman, Remonstranten en Katholieken, 31 f. 

24 Vierderley Theses, 1-15. 

> Robertus Bellarminus (1542-1621), Jesuit, Professor at Leuven and Rome. His 
principal work Disputationes de controversiis christianae fidei adversus huius temporis 
haereticos is still a mine of arguments in the dispute between Catholics and Protestants. 
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was incidentally common for prominent theologians of the Reforma- 
tion and Counter-Reformation to read each other's writings. Apparently, 
it was considered an exaggeration, however, to recommend Catholic 
authors to Protestant students. In his Bedencken over de lijck-oratie van 
meester P. Bertius (Leiden 1609), Gomarus observes that according to the 
records of Leiden booksellers, during Junius’s professorate “writings of 
the most excellent and most well-versed ministers of our churches were 
sought-after and sold in large numbers,’ but that during the professor- 
ship of Junius’s successor Arminius, “the controversial and papist books 
of Thomas Aquinas, Suarez, Bellarminus and such vacuous polemicists 
were most in demand and used”? To this, Bertius?/ raises the objec- 
tion "that all these books were already in use before Arminiuss arrival, 
and concerning Thomas and Bellarminus: the late Junius himself recom- 
mended them to young students.” Furthermore in the margins of the 
theses of Gomarus himself, one finds Catholic authors such as Molina, 
Bonaventura and others, who are not found with Arminius, according to 
Bertius. 

Arminius himself denied categorically having recommended Bellar- 
minus to his students. In his letter to the Groningen rector Ubbo Emmi- 
us, dated 18 May 1608, he writes:?? “But I deny once more having rec- 
ommended reading Bellarminus or any Roman Catholic author to my 
students [...] My brothers do not recoil from vomiting such things, or 
anything that could disgrace me? Elsewhere in this letter, regarding the 
Catholic authors Arminius even claims “Thomas, Scotus and the entire 
flock of scholastics, however they may excel philosophically, are blinder 
than bats in their exegesis of the Scriptures, as I have frequently demon- 
strated, shedding light on their ignorance to deprive them of any author- 


ity" 

In a letter dated 24 September 1608, to his Amsterdam mayor friend 
Sebastian Egberts, Arminiuss relations with the Pope again came up for 
discussion.? In a sermon on the unjust bailiff, an Amsterdam minis- 
ter had dared to speak of some who taught that the Pope was a limb 
of the body of Jesus Christ. He would have bellowed that this doctrine 


is so gravely discontenting to God, that even the misfortunes of the war 


26 Gomarus, Bedencken, 48. 

27 [n his Aenspraeck aan D. Fr. Gomarum op zijne Bedenkinghe over de Lijck-oratie 
ghedaen na de begrafenisse van D. Jacobus Arminius zaliger (Leiden, 1609), 3 f. 

28 Quoted by Maronier, Jacobus Arminius, 271-273. 

? Quoted by Maronier, Jacobus Arminius, 284. 
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against Spain were to be attributed to this. Ergo, collaborating with Rome 
was tantamount to collaborating with Spain. Indisputably, this was an 
allusion to Arminius, whose journey to Rome had not yet been for- 
gotten, although he, as mentioned before, had commented unequivo- 
cally unfavourably on this in his disputation Vanden Paus van Romen. 
Arminius responded by enunciating to Egberti his opinion on the Pope 
once more, in order that the slander would be disproven. 

However, it was of no avail. Arminius was pestered with the rudest 
of pasquinades, which were placarded all over the city of Leiden and 
on the Academy' doors. A May conference before the Supreme Court, 
intended to settle the argument between the professors Gomarus and 
Arminius amicably, had already ended in Gomarus declaring fiercely 
that "should he have shared the sentiment of his fellow professor, he 
would not have dared die and be submitted to the Judgment of the 
Lord"? Following this conferences failure and Gomarus’s charge against 
him, Arminius offered to give the States of Holland a statement on his 
opinion. After being granted permission, Arminius declares his Verclar- 
inghe at the States Assembly, recapitulating and justifying his theolog- 
ical notions.?! He elaborately expounds his objections to the doctrine 
of unconditional predestination, which he considers inconsistent with 
God's wisdom, justice and love. In a score of propositions he even- 
tually unfolds his own notions. The conclusion of the Verclaringhe is 
humble and brimming with willingness for further deliberation. Should 
there be no alternative, Arminius is even prepared to resign his posi- 
tion. 

To Gomarus, however, all this was a pretext to once again depict 
Arminius as having Roman Catholic inclinations. Ministers as well as 
delegates had urged Gomarus to retort against Arminius, for which the 
States of Holland granted him permission on 12 December 1608. Brandt 
renders a concise account of Gomaruss theses: "He charged Arminius 
with various errors, accusing him of agreeing with the Pelagians at some 
points, at others with the Jesuits; but refuting the Jesuits where they 
concur with the Reformed. [...] According to Gomarus, Arminius did 
not present his doctrine openly, but in guarded terms: he deprived the 
Reformed of their fundamental principles and arguments. He fortified 


30 G., Brandt, Historie der Reformatie II, 83. 
31 Declaratio Sententiae I. Arminii [...], in: Opera Theologica, 91-134. Reissued by 
G.J. Hoenderdaal, Verklaring van Jacobus Arminius (Lochem, 1960). 
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the Jesuits foundations. He spread discord: he represented the Jesuit 
doctrine and the true creed as a pair of level scales, so that people rejected 


the true??? 


ARMINIUS's FINAL Days 


By the end of his life, Arminius was painfully reproached with Rome- 
wardness one final time, during the disputation on mans vocation to sal- 
vation led by him on 25 July 1609.?? Brandt gives a summary of this com- 
plicated dispute, which even Arminius himself was unable to unravel at 
a certain point.” In this dispute he “in candid phrasing” condemned the 
notion that man was converted by irresistible or compelling grace. Con- 
versely he concluded that God gave or was prepared to give man strength 
for accomplishing his vocation. Furthermore, Arminius stated he would 
not dare determine the way in which the Holy Spirit re-creates and con- 
verts man. Although he argued it would certainly not come to pass by an 
irresistible power, he could not explain how it would occur, as that would 
only be known to him who fathoms the depths of God. 

This representation clearly did not go down very well with Gomarus, 
who was present as well. He blanched, restrained himself and mum- 
bled: “The impudence!” or something to that effect to his neighbour. 
Afterwards his first words were: “Today the reins of the papacy have 
been slackened tremendously” As afterwards the priest or Jesuit who 
had raised objections and Arminius were still discussing the disputation, 
Gomarus snapped at them: “Never at this Academy have I heard such 
speaking nor such disputing that unashamedly opens the doors to the 
Papacy.” To which Arminius answered having “satisfied his conscience,” 
but denied “these things did anything whatsoever for the papacy.’ It was 
concluded both professors would debate the matter once more at a later 
date. 

The conference of the States of Holland at which this took place, and 
where other differences such as predestination were discussed as well, 
was terminated prematurely due to Arminius’ illness. From his sickbed, 
he still attempted to contribute to the deliberations in writing, but he 
was eventually compelled to abandon that, too. On 19 October Arminius 


32 G. Brandt, Historie der Reformatie II, 87. 

3 De Vocatione Hominum ad Salutem; in: Opera Theologica, 286. 
34 G. Brandt, Historie der Reformatie II, 95 ff. 

35 G. Brandt, Historie der Reformatie II, 96. 
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died. He was buried in the Pieterskerk in Leiden on 22 October. His old 
friend Petrus Bertius held the previously quoted eulogy at the Academy's 
assembly hall. 


CLOSING REMARKS 


The determined suppression of Romewardness amongst Protestants 
should be regarded against the background of fanatical persecution by 
the Catholics. As it were, in Arminiuss day the stakes of the Inquisi- 
tion were still smoking. Any inclination towards Roman Catholicism was 
considered playing into the enemy’s hands. Papistic leanings were imme- 
diately interpreted as collaborating with the Spanish. These strained rela- 
tions may partially explain the imputations directed at Arminius. Any 
doctrinal lack of clarity was promptly considered as falling prostrate to 
Rome. 

The accusation of Arminius having kissed the Popes feet is based on 
a dubious source, namely church council protocols that have been com- 
posed post eventum. If the stories are to be believed, his ambiguous atti- 
tude in his refutation of Coornhert and his comments during sermons on 
the Epistle to the Romans got Arminius into trouble as a minister, but this 
did not preclude him being appointed professor at Leiden. Only when his 
notions on predestination became publicly known after the 1604 dispute 
on predestination, they led to accusations of Romewardness. 

Arminiuss principal aspiration was to devise a predestination doctrine 
in which a mechanistic election creed was precluded, man retained his 
moral responsibility, and God was not designated as the originator of sin. 
In Arminius’ opinion, the latter was the case in as far as the Calvinistic 
“doctrine on double predestination” teaches both preordination to eter- 
nal loss as well as to eternal salvation. Arminius found support for his 
notions in article 16 of the Dutch Confession of Faith,” which gives evi- 
dence of a more liberal outlook on the predestination doctrine. 


36 “We believe that when Adams entire offspring worked its own destruction through 


the sin of the first man, God showed himself for what He is, namely merciful and 
just. Merciful, since He rescues and delivers from doom those who He in His eternal 
and unchangeable counsel out of sheer grace has chosen in Jesus Christ, our Lord, 
regardless of their works. Just, since He leaves the others in the fall and doom, which 
they have brought down upon themselves.” In J.N. Bakhuizen van de Brink (ed.), De 
Belijdenisgeschriften volgens artikel X van de Kerkorde van de Nederlandse Hervormde 
Kerk (s-Gravenhage, 1966), 53 f. 
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Later on, Arminius became vehemently unfavourably disposed to- 
wards Rome. He deliberately stayed within the scope of Reformed theol- 
ogy on this issue. Not man, but God's foreknowledge determines how 
faith influences people. Thus, God's sovereignty remains unimpaired. 
However, in his pursuance of breaching a fatalistic conception of God, 
Arminius did move towards a certain synergism. His opponents main- 
tained considering this an overture to the Catholic doctrine of good 
works. 


PART II 


ARMINIANISM AND EUROPE 


IACOBUS ARMINIUS OVDEWATERE NATUS 
Obiit uni Reaves 


THE BIBLICAL HERMENEUTICS 
OF SOCINIANS AND REMONSTRANTS 
IN THE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY 


KESTUTIS DAUGIRDAS 


It is virtually impossible to approach this subject without looking first at 
the way in which the fathers and representatives of Liberal theology in 
Germany in the nineteenth century judged the contribution made by the 
Socinians and Remonstrants to the emergence of the historical-critical 
method of biblical interpretation. It can be summarised well in the words 
of Adolf Harnack: “[Sozinianismus] hat [...] das Studium der hl. Schrift 
von dem Bann des Dogmas befreit und selbst einen guten Anfang mit 
einer gesunden, geschichtlichen Exegese gemacht. [...] Hauptsächlich 
durch das Medium des Arminianismus, aber auch direkt, hat er die 
Aufklärung [...] im Protestantismus herbeiführen helfen?! 

This view—for which Johann Salomo Semler paved the way? and 
which was strongly influenced by David Friedrich Strauss as regards 
the connection between the thinking of Socinians and Remonstrants’— 
has found support not only in theological circles, and not only in Ger- 
many. The renowned German hermeneuticist Wilhelm Dilthey devoted 
to the subject an entire chapter of his influential work Das natürliche Sys- 
tem der Geisteswissenschaften im 17. Jahrhundert. In this chapter, enti- 
tled Der Rationalismus. Auflósung der Kirchenlehre durch Sozinianer und 
Arminianer, Dilthey sought to show the contribution that Socinians and 
Remonstrants had made to modern biblical hermeneutics based on the 


! Adolf (von) Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte. Dritter Band: Die Entwick- 
elung des kirchlichen Dogmas (Freiburg / Leipzig / Tübingen, 1897), 725. 

? Semler had said, back in the 18th century, that Socinian books were of great use in 
practising the ability to interpret Holy Scripture. Johann Salomo Semler, Institutio brevior 
ad liberalem eruditionem theologicam. Liber secundus (Halle, 1766), 169: *(...) vix aliis 
scriptorum aliorum theologicis scriptionibus magis exerceri atque ad nos augeri posse 
hermeneuticam omnem SS. facultatem, quam Socinianorum libris (...)? 

? Strauss always mentioned Socinians and Remonstrants in the same breath when 
he spoke of them as having paved the way for modern biblical interpretation. Cf. David 
Friedrich Strauss, Die christliche Glaubenslehre in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung und 
im Kampfe mit der modernen Wissenschaft. Erster Band (Tübingen, 1840), 145-146, 159, 
190, 215 et passim. 
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application of historical-critical reasoning.* The Mennonite church his- 
torian Wilhelmus Johannes Kühler explicitly referred back to Dilthey in 
his own major work on Socinianism in the Netherlands, published in 
1912. In this, Kühler traced the lines leading from the Socinians to the 
Remonstrants, which culminated in the Ars critica (1697) of Johannes 
Clericus (Jean le Clerc, 1657-1736) and, above all, in the hermeneuti- 
cal rules of Johann Jakob Wettstein (1693-1754), brought out by Semler 
in Halle in 1766.° Besides Kühler, another important researcher of the 
history of Socinianism in the Netherlands of the early 20th century was 
equally familiar with Harnack’s analysis of Socinianism, namely Jacob 
Cornelis van Slee. For van Slee there was no doubt that, as regards scien- 
tific method, Conrad Vorstius (1569-1622), Simon Episcopius (1583- 
1643) and the later heads of the Remonstrants had learned from the 
Socinians and had perfected the Socinians’ exegesis in its freedom from 
dogmatic prejudice.° 

The researchers named above did not present an exact comparison 
of source material to support their view that the Remonstrants had fol- 
lowed the Socinians. In the later course of the twentieth century the basic 
assessment did not change in principle, but it has been modified owing 
to the need for differentiation. In German research, interest in the sub- 
ject has dwindled noticeably, owing to a considerable extent to the emer- 
gence of Dialectic theology, and there have been only isolated attempts 
to examine the importance of, mainly, the Socinians for the development 
of the historical-critical method of interpretation.’ In Dutch research, it 


^ Cf. Wilhelm Dilthey, Gesammelte Schriften. II Band: Weltanschauung und Analyse 
des Menschen seit Renaissance und Reformation (Stuttgart, 1957, 5. Aufl), 129-144, 
especially pp. 131, 133, 139. 

5 Cf. Wilhelmus J. Kühler, Het socinianisme in Nederland. Voorzien van een inlei- 
ding van Aart de Groot en vermeerderd met een register samengesteld door Dirk Visser 
(Leeuwarden, 1980), 271-273, 286-287. 

$ Cf. Jacob C. van Slee, De geschiedenis van het Socinianisme in de Nederlanden 
(Haarlem 1914), 132 and especially 291, where he quotes from Harnack's Lehrbuch der 
Dogmengeschichte III. 

7 Strauss is an exception here. He quotes from the works of all those involved: 
Fausto Sozzini, Hugo Grotius, Simon Episcopius, Stephanus Curcellaeus and Philip van 
Limborch. As is typical of his time, though, he does not look for cases of concrete 
historical dependence and then provide detailed proof. Instead, he regards, and treats, 
structural similarities in thinking as if they were historical continuities. 

8 Cf. Klaus Scholder, Ursprünge und Probleme der Bibelkritik im 17. Jahrhundert. 
Ein Beitrag zur Entstehung der historisch-kritischen Theologie (Munich, 1966), 34-55. 
The most recent history of biblical exegesis: Henning Graf Reventlow, Epochen der 
Bibelauslegung. Band III: Renaissance, Reformation, Humanismus (Munich, 1997) and 
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is a different story. Although the subject received little attention there 
too for a while,’ there have been important findings just recently. A thor- 
ough examination of De veritate religionis christianae of Hugo Grotius 
(1583-1645) has proved that in Books 2 and 3, which deal with the his- 
torical credibility of the Christian religion and Holy Scripture, the great 
scholar made frequent use of the historical-legal arguments put forward 
by Fausto Sozzini (1539-1604) in his De auctoritate sacrae scripturae. 
Grotius’s use of the arguments was, however, well-considered.!? In con- 
trast to the older research, attention has also more recently been drawn 
to the fact that key figures among the Remonstrants, such as Simon Epis- 
copius, accorded reason a much greater role than Sozzini was prepared 
to do. Sozzini’s thinking was primarily biblicistic."! 

Turning now to the biblical hermeneutics ofthe Socinians and Remon- 
strants in the seventeenth century, it is necessary—in light ofthe situation 
in research outlined above—to deal with two aspects. In the initial step, 
it is essential to show the concrete, historical points of contact between 
the Socinians and the Remonstrants on this question. This can best be 
done, firstly, by tracing the path of Sozzinis major work in this con- 
text, De auctoritate sacrae scripturae, to the Remonstrants, and, secondly, 
by pointing out the accessible historical comments of Remonstrants on 
the Socinian view of Scripture. The second step will be to outline the 
basic features of biblical hermeneutics as developed by the Socinians and 
Remonstrants. This will be done mainly by looking at the answer to two 
questions: How is the authority of Holy Scripture founded, and what rules 
must one follow in order to arrive at an appropriate understanding of the 
message of Scripture? The main focus will not be on Grotiuss contribu- 
tion in this field, which has been very well researched, but on the body 
of hermeneutical rules that is to be found in Episcopiuss Institutiones 
theologicae, Stephanus Curcellaeuss (Etienne de Courcelles, 1586-1659) 


Idem, Epochen der Bibelauslegung. Band IV: Von der Aufklärung bis zum 20. Jahrhundert 
(Munich, 2001), does cover Hugo Grotius and Johann Jakob Wettstein, but the Socinians 
are no longer included. 

? For example, Anton H. Haentjens, Hugo de Groot als godsdienstig denker (Amster- 
dam, 1946). In the sections dealing with Grotiuss interpretation of Scripture Haentjens 
does not look at his stance in relation to Socinian exegesis. 

10 Cf. Jan-Paul Heering, Grotius as Apologist for the Christian Religion: A Study of His 
Work De veritate religionis Christianae, 1640 (Leiden, 2004), 127-137, 242-243. See also 
Florian Mühlegger, ‘De reactie van Hugo Grotius op het socinianisme, in Doopsgezinde 
Bijdragen 30 (Amsterdam, 2004), 231-236. 

11 Cf. Marius van Leeuwen, ‘Simon Episcopius en het socinianisme; in Doopsgezinde 
Bijdragen 30 (Amsterdam, 2004), 208. 
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Institutio religionis christianae, and Philip van Limborchs (1633-1712) 
Theologia christiana: ? these works played a part in forming tradition and 
can therefore be seen as one of the starting points from which Le Clerc 
(Clericus) and Wettstein, so praised by Dilthey, helped to found modern 
exegesis in the eighteenth century. 


I. THE PATH OF SozziNI's 
DE AUCTORITATE SACRAE SCRIPTURAE TO THE 
REMONSTRANTS AND THEIR OPINION OF THE 
SOCINIAN APPROACH TO THE BIBLE 


De auctoritate sacrae scripturae is one of the first independent works 
Sozzini wrote in the late 1560s, that is before his arrival in Poland.? 
First published in 1588 under the name of a Jesuit, Dominicus Lopez, 
with a fictitious printers name, Lazarus Ferrerius, and place of printing, 
Sevilla,“ it was soon translated into French by a friend of Sozzini; the 
friend's name is not known." This translation was published in Basel in 
1592; no author's name was given this time. Owing to the original appli- 
cation of the critical method introduced by Laurentius Valla (1405/07- 
1457) and the comparative method of Matthias Flacius Illyricus (1520- 
1575), De auctoritate sacrae scripturae has sometimes been described as 


? All of them were based on or related to theology lectures at the seminary opened by 
the Remonstrants in Amsterdam in 1634. 

13 Cf the introduction, Lectori benevolo, written on 13 April 1611, in Fausto Sozzini: 
Opera omnia in duos tomos distincta. Quorum prior continet ejus opera exegetica & 
didactica posterior opera ejusdem polemica comprehendit. Accesserunt quedam hactenus 
inedita. Quorum catalogum versa pagina exhibet (Irenopoli [= Amsterdam], post 1656), 
L 265: *Hunc Libellum Auctor in gratiam magni cujusdam viri, ante annos quadraginta 
& aliquot conscripserat." 

14 Delio Cantimori (Italienische Haeretiker der Spätrenaissance [Basel, 1949], 336) 
maintained that this version appeared in 1568, but this is incorrect. For the correct year 
cf. Lectori benevolo, in Sozzini, Opera omnia, I, 265: "Editus idem erat Hispali, ante annos 
viginti tres, sub nomine cujusdam Dominici Lopez Societatis Jesu.” The first bibliographer 
ofthe Antitrinitarians, Sandius, recorded the speculation, voiced at the time, that it might 
have been printed in Amsterdam. Since Sandius did not consider this to have been proved, 
it is hardly possible to say anything certain about the place of printing and the name of the 
printer, except that they were most likely fictitious (Christophorus Sandius, Bibliotheca 
antitrinitariorum. Praefatione et indice nominum instruxit Lech Szczucki [Warshaw, 
1967], 66). 

15 Cf. Sozzini to Christoph Morsztyn, 3 February 1595, in: Sozzini, Opera omnia I, 
col. 456b: *Gallice enim hoc opusculum ab amico conversum, & imprimendum datum 
fuit, indeque ad me pauca quaedam exemplaria missa? 
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the first modern philological work of this kind.!ó It does not seem to 
have aroused any negative associations among Sozzini's contemporaries. 
At least, the French translation was examined by the Basel theologians 
before going to press and, apart from minor objections, they considered 
it to be generally orthodox!” At any rate, the book did not cause any great 
stir in the years following its publication and its reception proceeded qui- 
etly. 

Conrad Vorstius, later appointed professor of theology (1596) at the 
Steinfurt gymnasium academicum, probably also got to know De auc- 
toritate sacrae scripturae initially as an entirely “unheretical” work. It is 
highly probable that he acquired both the Latin and the French version 
during the study trip he made to Basel and Geneva after obtaining his 
doctorate in theology in Heidelberg in July 1594:"? in summer 1611 he 
reported that he had owned both for many years.'? Evidently, Vorstius 
immediately felt the clarity and conciseness of the arguments with which 
Sozzini established the authority of Scripture and refuted possible objec- 
tions to be heartening and convincing: these were the two aspects he par- 
ticularly praised in his own new edition of De auctoritate sacrae scrip- 
turae, which he started in 1610 and brought out in Steinfurt in 1611.” 
It is no longer possible to clarify how Vorstiuss reading of De auctoritate 
sacrae scripturae relates to his reception of other works of Sozzini, for 
Vorstius himself still maintained in July 1611 that he had not been able 


16 Cf. Cantimori, Italienische Haeretiker, 336. 

17 Cf. Vorstius, Preefatio Apologetica ad Lectorem, in: Fausto Sozzini, De auctoritate s. 
scripture: Opusculum his temporibus nostris utilissimum: Quemadmodum intelligi potest 
ex precipuis rerum q[ue] in ipso tractantur, capitibus. In prefatione ad lectorem ratio 
huius editionis exponitur (Steinfurt, 1611), (5): “(...) libellus, in gallicum sermonem 
jam conversus, à Theologis Basiliensibus, ut quidem Typographus istius loci testatur, post 
accuratam ipsius lectionem, plané fuisset approbatus: exceptis tantum tribus sententiis, 
quas iidem ipsi brevibus censuris, sive annotationibus (...) emendare studuerunt? 

18 Cf. Erich Wenneker, "Vorstius, Conrad’ in Biographisch-Bibliographisches Kirchen- 
lexikon 13 (1998), col. 84-90 (85). 

1? Cf. Vorstius, Prefatio Apologetica ad Lectorem ... (5)r: "Exempla enim ejus à multis 
annis hinc jam habui: Unum latinum, quod Hispali p[ro]diit Anno 1588. ex officina 
Lazari Ferrerii, auctore, ut titulus ait, Dominico Lopez societatis Jesu: alterum gallicum 
anno 1592. Basilez excusum, absq[ue] nomine auctoris? 

20 Cf. ibid., (3)r: "Divinam enim S. Scripture auctoritatem, cui tota Religionis nostre 
certitudo innititur, paucis quidem, sed efficacibus argumentis potenter asserit: contrari- 
asq[ue] omnes dubitandi causas, saltem praecipuas, quibus increduli maximé nituntur, 
solidè satis & nervosé refutat: idq[ue] utrumq[ue] ea brevitate ac perspicuitate, ut nec 
legenti taedium pariat, nec scrupulum ullum, qui quidem alicujus momenti sit, in animo 
hominis cordati relinquat? 
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to identify the author of the book.?! Be that as it may, the years around 
1594 were definitely the decisive phase in his contact with the thinking 
of the Italian author. Enthusiastic about his first impression of Sozzini's 
books that had appeared in print—Sozzinis large work on the doctrine 
of satisfaction, De Jesu Christo Servatore, published in 1594, was most 
probably one of the main ones—he went so far as to say in a letter to 
his friend Bartholomáus Keckermann (1571/73-1608) that it had been 
Sozzini from whom he first learned how to pursue theology properly.?? 
This remark, which Keckermann promptly passed on to several peo- 
ple, including the Heidelberg theology professor David Pareus (1548- 
1622), and—above all—the theses Vorstius sent in 1598 to Daniel Tossa- 
nus (1541-1602), also professor in Heidelberg, aroused suspicions 
among the Reformed theologians that Vorstius had succumbed entirely 
to Sozzini's “heresy?” Vorstius wrote a number of letters, some very long, 
to the Heidelberg theologians to try to quell the conflict that was threat- 
ening to flare up,” and at first succeeded thanks to his conciliatory tone. 
However, when Vorstius was appointed as successor in Leiden to Jacobus 
Arminius, who had died in October 1609, this reopened old wounds. 
The atmosphere had already been heated owing to disputes between 
Arminiuss supporters and his opponents. Petrus Plancius (1552-1622), 
an Amsterdam proponent of the strict predestination doctrine, and the 
Dort minister Johannes Becius (1558-1626) wrote to the faculty of theol- 


?! Cf. ibid., (4)r: “Ego veró sancté serióq[ue] testor, quo te[m]pore p[ro]curata fuit 
haec Editio, auctorem mihi pr[ro]rsus ignotu[m] fuisse? 

22 Cf. Vorstius to Pareus, 1 May 1612: "Scripsi aliquando privatim ad amicum, uti 
putabam, sincerum ac fidum, quique suas in talibus amogtas (dubitationes) sat liberè 
mihi ante aperuerat (Barth. credo Keckermannum, nisi fallit memoria: copiam enim 
epistolae non servavi: jamque anni XVIII. elapsi sunt) in libris Socini, quos tum primum 
forte nactus fueram, quaedam me reperisse minime contemnenda, adeoque ex iisdem 
didicisse serió 0eoAoyew" (in Christiaan Hartsoeker and Philip van Limborch [eds.], 
Prestantium ac eruditorum virorum epistole ecclesiastice et theologice, quarum longe 
major pars scripta est à Jac. Arminio, Joan. Uytenbogardo, Conr. Vorstio, Ger. Joan. Vossio, 
Hug. Grotio, Sim. Episcopio, Casp. Barleo. Editio secunda, ab innumeris mendis repurgata, 
& altera parte auctior [Amsterdam, 1684], No. 183, col. 229b). 

23 Cf. Pareus to Vorstius, 17 June 1598 (ibid., No. 27, col. 44a): "Utinam ille jam vix 
occultus rumor de Socinianismo tuo, vana (ut tu vocas) calumnia esset, & non omnes 
propé fratres metuere cogerentur illud, latet anguis in herba. Non credam vis? Sed quid est 
quaeso, quod amicis scribis, te ex Samosatenianorum libris demum didicisse 0£0Aoyev? 
(...) Quid illud, quod tres tuæ priores theses ad D. Tossanum scriptz, sunt ita Socinianis 
similes, ut ovum vix magis ovo?" 

?* Cf. Vorstius to the Heidelberg theologians, 27 July 1598; Vorstius to Pareus, 3 Sep- 
tember 1598; Vorstius to Tossanus and Pareus, undated (Ibid., No. 28, col. 46b-54a; 
No. 29, col. 54a-b; No. 30, col. 54b-55a). 
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ogy in Heidelberg regarding the orthodoxy of Vorstiuss latest—and most 
controversial —publication, Tractatus theologicus de Deo, sive de natura & 
attributis Dei (1610). In their reply, dated 26 August 1610, the Heidelberg 
theologians made their opinion of their former student and his work very 
clear: in his tractate Vorstius had abandoned all healthy doctrine and had 
come gravely close to atheism;” he who had once distanced himself from 
Socinianism before the faculty had regrettably later shown on more than 
one occasion that his head was full of Sozzini's “false doctrines,’ and he 
had also infected his students in Steinfurt with these. And those in Leiden 
wanted to have such a person as professor of theology!”° 

How the case developed and the plans to install Vorstius in Leiden 
ultimately failed is sufficiently well known and does not need to be 
related here. It is only important to note that Vorstiuss new edition 
of Sozzinis De auctoritate sacrae scripturae and its reception by the 
Remonstrants was, right from the start, strongly suspected of indicating 
more or less open sympathy with Socinian thinking—which, from its 
opponents’ perspective, was entirely heretical. Bearing this in mind, it is 
easy to see why leading Remonstrants such as Grotius and Episcopius— 
even though they later shared key insights of Sozzini as regards the major 
role of history as basis of the authority of Scripture—always tended to 
remain silent about shared views. If they had admitted them, that would 
have been grist to the mill of their opponents, especially in the growing 
controversy with the Contra-Remonstrants, which finally culminated in 
the condemnation of the Remonstrants at the Synod of Dort (1618/19). 
This means that it is often necessary to rely on indirect indications 


?5 Here, atheism does not mean atheism in the modern sense, but the (self-)restriction 
of God's omnipotence, which Vorstius had postulated to leave room for the freedom ofthe 
human will—evidently on the basis of similar thoughts on the part of, above all, Nicolaus 
Taurellus (1547-1606), philosopher and professor of medicine at Altdorf. Cf. Dean and 
professors of the faculty of theology to Plancius and Becius, 26 August 1610: “Non dubitat 
ergo [sc. Vorstius] veterum & recentium Theologorum convellere doctrinam; sola ea 
placent, que forte in lacunis Scoti, & Athei illius Medici Taurelli invenit portenta. Deum 
essentia magnum, finitum, compositum ex essentia & accidentibus, mutabilem voluntate, 
passivee potentiee obnoxium esse, & similia trecenta. Metuimus sane, ne ex omnibus 
angulis Jesuitee & Lutherani nunc tandem Ecclesiis nostris capitaliter hoc intentent, quod 
Deum ipsum abnegent, atheismum inducant aperte" (ibid., No. 149, col. 258a). 

26 Cf. ibid.: "(...) saepius varie suspectum reddidisset, quod nidum portentorum 
gerat in capite; quibus scholam & juventutem ejus loci, in quo est, hactenus inquinari 
(experti loquimur; non enim Socinus deterius haeresim suam tueretur, quam aliquot 
ejus discipulos hic eam tueri audivimus) plus satis est. Ad illustrissimam Academiam 
Leydensem si vestri vocarent tam suspecta fidei hominem, quid nisi incendium oleo 
restinguerent?” 
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when trying to reconstruct the reception of Sozzinis book among the 
Remonstrants, no doubt primarily in Vorstius's edition.” 

One of the first Remonstrants to learn of the plans for the new edition 
of De auctoritate sacrae scripturae was Johannes Wtenbogaert (1557- 
1644), the influential preacher of Maurice of Orange (1567-1625) and 
the most important advocate of Vorstiuss appointment to Leiden. Vorsti- 
us had evidently informed him personally of his plan and asked for 
his opinion. In a letter, dated 1 September 1610, Wtenbogaert went 
into the question in considerable detail and advised his protégé to act 
diplomatically: if the book was by Sozzini, as was said, Vorstius should 
think carefully whether he really did want to bring out a new edition; 
while the book did not contain anything that one could not immediately 
subscribe, human nature was such that it could not stand the opponent 
even if he said something that was true or said the same as oneself? 
However, Wtenbogaert did not want to advise him to give up the plan 
entirely: perhaps things would not go so badly if the book appeared; 
indeed, it could be very worthwhile for Vorstius to dedicate the book to 
the curators of the university in Leiden—with a lofty foreword on how 
Scripture was to be treated in schools and in the church.” 

Vorstius did not go quite so far. He did not dedicate the new edition 
to the curators in Leiden; in fact, he did not write a dedication at all. 
He does seem, however, to have taken Wtenbogaert's advice, to proceed 
diplomatically, at least partially to heart. Vorstius inserted an apologetic 
foreword, signed on 10 July 1611, in which he highlighted the books 


27 It was also the basis of Dirk Rafaélsz Camphuysen's (1580-1626) translation into 
Dutch. Cf. Bibliographia sociniana. A Bibliographical Reference Tool for the Study of 
Dutch Socinianism and Antitrinitarianism. Compiled by Philip Knijff & Sibbe Jan Visser 
(Hilversum / Amsterdam, 2004), No. 2130, 103. 

?8 Cf. Prestantium virorum epistole, No. 151, col. 259b-2602: "Quis ille libellus sit non 
tuus, de auctoritate sacrze Scripturae, cujus auctorem primum anonymum esse dicis, & de 
cujus editione cogitas, divinare mihi difficile est: vidi tamen quendam istius argumenti, 
nomen (...) Dominici Lopez fictum pre se ferentem, cujus autor Socinus praedicatur. 
Hic si est, vide etiam atque etiam, ne vel ex ejus editione te magis suspectum reddas; 
quanquam in eo nihil esse putem quod non & nos ambabus manibus amplectamur. Ita 
enim animi multorum comparati sunt, ut adversarios, ne vera quidem & eadem que nos 
dicentes, sustineamus, praesertim illos, quorum vel solum nomen feetet naribus nostris? 

2° Cf. ibid., col. 260a: “Hzec non ut editionem dissuadeam dico, sed ad cautelam 
tantum moneo, nimis forte audacter, ut qui prudentiz tus & pietati longè axquisitissimae 
totum commitere debeam. Sed forté is non est, quod videbimus ubi prodierit. Utinam 
autem tibi libeat, Deo ita animum tuum flectente, vocationi huic Leidensi obtemperare, 
& hunc libellum inscribere Amplissimis istius Academiae Curatoribus? maxime hoc utile 
futurum spero: addita praefatione insigni ipsarum S. Scripturarum, & modi quo tractari 
cum in Scholis tum in Ecclesia debeant: habes igitur & hic judicium meum?” 
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strong points? and also sought to dispel doubts about it, partly by 
pointing out the minor changes made to the style or content of the more 
objectionable parts.?! The original text of Sozzini's De auctoritate sacrae 
scripturae had six chapters; for the sake of clarity, Vorstius divided it into 
eleven. At the end he added some excerpts— including points of criticism, 
and his own comments on them—from the generally positive opinion 
of the theologians in Basel mentioned above.? The book was probably 
available in print late in the summer of 1611. 

Whether, and if so when, Wtenbogaert received the new edition of De 
auctoritate sacrae scripturaeis not known. Nor is there any precise infor- 
mation regarding the date when Simon Episcopius obtained it. It can only 
be said with some certainty that Episcopius did not study the book imme- 
diately after it appeared. In February 1612 Episcopius was appointed to 
the chair of theology previously held by Franciscus Gomarus (1563- 
1641), who had resigned.” In the years 1612 to 1615 he had his students 
debate privately and in public on various topics, including the authority, 
perfection and clarity of Holy Scripture? The theses put forward in the 
disputations, particularly on the authority of Scripture, were still based 
on the assumption of the inner, divine meaning (sensus) of Scripture 
and the outer letter (scriptio)—also inspired by God—in a manner that 
is typical for Reformed theology at universities at that time.” They do 
not yet put forward the view held by Sozzini and by Episcopius in later 
years that the authority of Scripture derives primarily from the impec- 
cably documented historical veritas of the New Testament reports. The 
second cycle of disputations, held privately from 1616 to 1618,76 is not 


30 Cf. note 20. 

31 Cf. Vorstius, Preefatio Apologetica ad Lectorem, * 4”. 

32 Cf Sozzini, De auctoritate s. Scripture (see n. 17), 126-127. 

33 Cf. Anton H. Haentjens, Simon Episcopius als Apologeet van het Remonstrantisme in 
zijn leven en werken geschetst (Leiden, 1899), 20. 

34 Cf. M. Simonis Episcopii (...) Disputationes theologice. Publicé olim in Academia 
Leydensi habite, No. 1-3, and Disputationum theologicarum à m. Simone Episcopio in 
Academia Leydensi privatim olim habitarum, Collegium primum. Inchoatum Anno 1612. 
mense Novembri. Finitum veró Anno 1615. mense Decembri, No. 1 and 2, in Simon Epis- 
copius, Opera theologica (pars altera). Quorum catalogum pagina versa exhibet (Gouda, 
1665), Pars secunda, col. 387a-392a; 411a-412b. 

35 Cf. the third thesis of public Disputatio I. De sacre scripture authoritate (in Epis- 
copius, Opera theologica II, Pars secunda, col. 387a). 

36 Cf. Disputationum theologicarum à m. Simone Episcopio in Academia Leydensi 
privatim olim habitarum, Collegium secundum. Inchoatum Anno 1616. mense Novembri. 
Finitum veró Anno 1618. mense Februario, No. 1-3 (in Episcopius, Opera theologica II, 
Pars secunda, col. 444a-445b). 
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much more informative in this respect. In the seventh thesis of Dispu- 
tatio I. de auctoritate s. scripturae Episcopius merely spoke out some- 
what more clearly against the Calvinist postulate of testimonium spir- 
itus sancti internum, with which the Contra-Remonstrants—in agree- 
ment with Calvin—posited the divine authority of the Bible. He did 
not, instead, maintain that the authority was based on history, as in De 
auctoritate sacrae scripturae. 

The situation looks somewhat different after Episcopius and likemind- 
ed thinkers were exiled in summer 1619. The confession of faith drawn 
up by Episcopius appeared in 1621 in Wtenbogaert's Dutch translation 
as Belydenis of Verklaring and in 1622 in Latin as Confessio sive decla- 
ratio.?? The first chapter deals with the authority, perfection and clarity 
of Holy Scripture. Sozzini springs to mind, not only because of the gen- 
eral insistence on the Bible as the sole source of knowledge of God.?? 
Section 7 of this chapter starts with a formulation that is very obviously 
reminiscent of Sozzini’s De auctoritate sacrae scripturae: it was certain, 
according to Episcopius, that the teaching contained in the books of the 
New Testament was true and divine; the truth and divine nature of the 
teaching in the Old Testament was thereby fully proven and certain.^? 
Sozzini had begun his proof of the reliability of the New Testament by 
stating that the Old Testament was eo ipso attested as soon as the author- 
ity of the New Testament was proved."! So it is not surprising that Nico- 
laus Bodecherus, who had signed the Remonstrantie (1610) but changed 
sides to join the Contra-Remonstrants in 1623, took the Confessio sive 
declaratio as an opportunity to accuse the Remonstrants, in his Sociniano- 
Remonstrantismus, printed in 1624, of adopting Sozzinis methods, as 


well as other “false doctrines? 


37 Cf. ibid., col. 445b: "Testimonium Spiritus Sancti internum, ad hoc ut Scripturam 
divinam esse, & auctoritatem divinam habere intelligatur, necessarium non est.” 

38 Cf. Haentjens, Simon Episcopius, 58. 

3° Cf. van Leeuwen, ‘Simon Episcopius en het socinianisme; 207. 

20 C. Confessio sive declaratio, in Episcopius, Opera theologica II, Pars secunda, col. 
75a: "Doctrinam libris N.T. comprehensam (qua & doctrine V.T. veritas ac divinitas 
abunde stabilitur, atque asseritur) plane veram ac divinam esse (...) liquet (...)? 

^! Cf. Sozzini, De sacre scripture autoritate in Opera omnia I (see n. 13), col. 265a 
(= Sozzini, De auctoritate s. Scripture [1611], 2): "Ac primum, quod attinet ad Vetus 
Testamentum, cum aperte à Novo Testamento confirmetur, si demonstrabitur, eo con- 
cesso quod modo dictum est, Novum Testamentum auctoritatem habere existiman- 
dum esse, jure hinc concludetur, Vetus Testamentum similiter auctoritatem habere, esse 
existimandum? 

? Bodecherus had even included in the title the ways in which the Remonstrants had 
borrowed from Sozzini’s methods. Cf. the full title: Sociniano-Remonstrantismus, hoc est, 
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Episcopiuss response to Bodecheruss polemics can be found in Bode- 
cherus ineptiens, written in exile in France and published before the end 
of 1624. Itis highly enlightening and can be seen as a characteristic opin- 
ion of the Remonstrants on Sozzinis teaching in general and his biblical 
hermeneutics in particular. On the one hand, Episcopius made it unmis- 
takeably clear that the Remonstrants, in their Confessio sive declaratio, 
neither agreed with the Socinian special doctrines—such as those relat- 
ing to the trinity, the divinity of Christ, satisfaction or the authorities?— 
nor did they have to arrive at conclusions similar to those of the Socini- 
ans because they used similar methods.“ On the other hand, he made it 
equally clear that he considered the doctrines which Sozzini shared with 
the other reformers to be orthodox.? True to the statement with which 
he had ended his famous address at the Synod of Dort—amicus esse 
debet Plato, amicus Socrates, amica Synodus, sed magis amica veritas *— 
Episcopius insisted that truth was independent of persons and there was 
therefore no shame in agreeing with Sozzini where the latter had seen 
the truth." Episcopius considered Sozzinis true teachings to include, 
above all, his view of Holy Scripture: despite all controversy, one could 
not but admit that Sozzini treated the Bible earnestly; unlike the Contra- 
Remonstrants, who sought to establish the divine authority of Scripture 
merely through a helpless reference to the inner testimony of the Holy 
Spirit—on that basis, one could just as readily maintain the opposite— 
Sozzini operated with plausible arguments and without prejudice“? 


evidens demonstratio, qua Remonstrantes cum Socinianis, sive reipsa sive etiam verbis, sive 
methodo in pluribus Confessionis suce partibus consentire ostenditur. 

^ Cf. Bodecherus ineptiens, in Episcopius, Opera theologica II, Pars secunda, col. 51a- 
53a. 

44 Cf. ibid., col. 54b-55a. 

^ Cf. ibid., col. 53a-54b. 

46 Oratio habita in synodo nationali Dordracena, ibid., col. 4b. 

47 Cf. Bodecherus ineptiens, ibid., col. 53b: “An crimen est favere ingenio Socini, etiam 
cum veritatem tuetur & orthodoxe sentit? (...) Veritas agnoscenda est ubique. Nec enim 
accipit pretium suum à persona, sed ei dat? 

48 Cf. ibid.: “Nec possumus hoc loco, quin testimonium illud demus Socino, qua 
parte cum orthodoxis conspirat, audiat Christianus orbis, si velit: punctim disputat: 
largitur adversario, quicquid potest, sine veritatis & causae preejudicio: ubi premendus 
est, ibi pedem figit & conscientiam urget: Scripturis potius, quam hypothesibus, pugnat, 
& rationibus, non preejudiciis, uti feré solet Calvini schola: non stat intra contortulas 
quasdam captiones; non quaerit effugia, sed jugulum causse petit. Reperiunt in eo Athei, 
Judaei, Gentiles, Pontificij, quod agant, secus quàm in Calvinistarum scriptis. Hos enim 
ubique feré videas haerere, cum ad ipsum controversie apicum ventum est. Cum de 
authoritate Scriptura quastio est, nisi internum Spiritus Sancti testimonium, veluti 
Deum ex machina, tandem advocant, perierunt. Nec alio argumento Confessio ipsorum 
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There is little doubt that in making this last remark Episcopius had 
mainly Sozzinis argumentation in De auctoritate sacrae scripturae in 
mind. From the time he was appointed professor in Leiden, Episcopius 
had studied the Socinian literature extensively and in depth,” and he 
appears to have come into possession of the book before he was ban- 
ished from the Netherlands. Conrad Vorstius will undoubtedly have sent 
good friends—and they included Episcopius—a copy of his new edition. 
Although the existing, intensive correspondence between the two men 
does not mention the book, letters do report that books were exchanged 
regularly,” and it is highly probable that one day Sozzini's De auctoritate 
sacrae scripturae was among them. A look at the comparable case of Ger- 
ardus Vossius (1577-1649), who also taught in Leiden, would support 
this assumption. Records show that Vossiuss library included a copy of 
Vorstius’s edition of Sozzini's De auctoritate sacrae scripturae, and it is 
thought that he may also have passed it to Hugo Grotius.?! Vorstius was in 
close contact with Vossius, too, and the two men exchanged manuscripts 
before these could go into print, and also books.” 

Be that as it may, in the early 1620s Episcopius made his view of 
Sozzini's approach to the Bible abundantly clear. With his positive opin- 
ion, he explicitly endorsed the generally positive assessment that Vorstius 
and Wtenbogaert had earlier accorded De auctoritate sacrae scripturae. 
In doing so, Episcopius also opened up a path for a differentiated recep- 


pugnat, quam hoc uno testimonio; quod ipsum tamen revera testimonium est, eos ad 
incitas redactos esse. Quid enim ineptius est, quàm cum quaeritur, unde probari possit, 
libros aliquos esse divinos & divinze authoritatis, adversario prementi respondere, quia 
Spiritus Sanctus hoc mihi dicat? Eodem argumento, & eodem jure negabit adversarius, 
eos esse divinos, quia Spiritum Sanctum sibi contrarium dictare dicet (...). 

® There is evidence to show that Episcopius was familiar not only with Sozzini's De 
Jesu Christo Servatore, which had meanwhile been refuted by Hugo Grotius, but also with 
his Commentarius in epistolam Joannis (1611), Ad Jac. Palaelogi librum responsio (1581), 
Valentin Schmalz's De divinitate Jesu Christi (1608), Refutatio thesium Frantzii (1614) etc. 
Cf. Bodecherus ineptiens, in Episcopius 1665, Opera theologica II, Pars secunda, col. 57b; 
Lectiones sacre in I. epistolam Joannis, in: Episcopius 1665, Opera theologica II, Pars 
prima, col. 425b. See also Philip van Limborch, Historia vitæ Simonis Episcopii è Belgico in 
Latinum sermonem versa, & ab auctore aliquot in locis aucta (Amsterdam, 1701), 74-75. 

50 Cf. Episcopius to Vorstius, 8 July 1615; 22 June 1616, in Universiteitsbibliotheek 
Amsterdam, Bijzondere Collecties, E 41b; E 41c. 

>1 Cf. Heering, Grotius as Apologist, 118-119. 

52 Cf. Vossius to Vorstius, 27 February 1617, in Prestantium virorum epistole, No. 279, 
col. 478a: "Nec potui non multum gaudere, quod eo dignatus sis honore, ut ad me quoque 
partem Antipiscatoris tui mittendam putaris. (...) De Camerario non est quod festines. 
Simul ac carere eo ultra non licebit, monebo ipse. Quod si quid aliud etiam in bibliotheca 
mea usui esse tibi possit, tantum significa? 
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tion of Sozzini's main hermeneutical insights among the Remonstrants— 
a path that both Episcopius and his important successors Curcellaeus and 
van Limborch would take. 


II. Hory SCRIPTURE AS HISTORICAL 
WITNESS, To BE INTERPRETED ON THE BASIS OF REASON 


One of Sozzini’s most important services to modern biblical hermeneu- 
tics in De auctoritate sacrae scripturae is undoubtedly his reasoned expo- 
sition of a historical approach to Scripture. Sozzini’s stance differed from 
the Roman Catholic position, which derived the authority of the Bible 
from that of the church. It also differed from the doctrine of verbal inspi- 
ration that was gradually developing in both Lutheran and Reformed the- 
ology at the universities: in regarding the Bible as a directly inspired col- 
lection of non-contradictory teachings, this was increasingly removing 
the Bible from the historical dimension. Sozzini, by contrast, attributed 
the authority of Scripture largely to its historical reliability. For the bibli- 
cal hermeneutics of the Socinians and Remonstrants in the seventeenth 
century, his statements on this aspect in the first chapter of his own edi- 
tion, or in the first five chapters as divided up by Vorstius, were to have 
the greatest influence. 

Right at the beginning Sozzini takes a decision that is characteristic 
of his whole method of proceeding. He considers Scripture as one book 
among others, in that he asks quite generally what the criteria are for 
establishing the authority of any book. These criteria are then given 
in the form of four negative cases in which fundamental doubts are 
permitted and appropriate. First: The author of the book is not very 
credible, or at least not credible beyond all doubt. Second: The author is 
unknown. Third: There is good reason to suspect that the book has been 
falsified or altered. Fourth: There is definite proof that the book cannot 
be trusted.” For Sozzini, the authority of Holy Scripture is therefore 
identical with its credibility, which—as with other books—rests solely 
on facts being reliably presented and passed down. Sozzinis method 


55 Cf. Sozzini, De sacre scripture autoritate (in Opera omnia I, col. 265a-b): “Quatuor 
sunt, ut videtur, causs&, cur jure dubitari possit de auctoritate libri cujuspiam. Prima 
est, si scriptor parum sit fide dignus, aut non ejusmodi, de cujus fide & scientia dubitari 
nequeat. Altera est, si revera scriptor ignoretur. Tertia, si constet aut justa suspicio sit, 
librum depravatum fuisse, aut aliquo modo immutatum. Quarta vero & postrema, si non 
rejicienda testimonia adsint, quod libro isti nequaquam sit adhibenda fides? 
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of proving the authority of the Bible consequently consists in refuting 
possible objections to the credibility of, above all, the New Testament 
in the four cases of doubt, by putting forward arguments that show its 
historicity to be beyond doubt. 

In the first case, the credibility of an author might, according to 
Sozzini, only be doubted if one had good reason to assume that he 
did not really know what he was writing or that he did not want to 
present it as he knew it to be.°** However, if one took a closer look at the 
New Testament authors and their writings, one quickly found that they 
were not unacquainted with the true circumstances of what they were 
reporting; nor could one suspect them of having knowingly reported 
anything falsely.” In fact, the authors of the Gospels, the Acts of the 
Apostles and the existing Epistles were able to report the truth: for they 
had themselves been either eye-witnesses, such as Matthew and John, or 
faithful companions of the direct witnesses Peter and Paul, such as Mark 
and Luke; Paul had received his instruction directly from Christ in a 
wonderful manner and, in addition, he had been personally present at the 
meetings of the church; the same applied to the content of the Epistles of 
James, Peter, John and Jude, who were disciples of Christ and hence eye- 
witnesses of his life and teaching; even the authenticity of the Revelation 
of St. John could not be doubted, for, regardless of the decision whether 
it was written by John or not, the seer did experience this vision. And 
these authors also wanted to report accurately: it was one ofthe principles 
of the Christian faith they pronounced, that one should be upright and 
faithful, so that—even considering that they were giving witness on their 
own behalf—they should still be regarded as trustworthy witnesses; if one 
assumed they had indeed lied, their lies served no discernible purpose— 
what benefit would they have had from deceiving others and leading to 
their downfall?°” 

And the assumption that none of the books of the New Testament 
was written by the author to whom it was attributed was, when one 


54 Cf. ibid., col. 265b: “Quod libri alicujus scriptor parum sit fide dignus, aut non 
ejusmodi, de cujus fide, & scientia dubitari nequeat; id sane ex eo fit, quod vel alioqui 
constat, justamve aliquam ob caussam suspicio est, eum non recte novisse ea, qua scripsit, 
aut non ita scripsisse, ut noverat; vel ejus rei in ipso libro aliqua indicia apparent.” 

> Cf. ibid., col. 266a: "(...) perpendamus obsecro, quales ipsi fuerint, & qualia unius- 
cujusque ipsorum sint scripta; ut videamus primum, an ullo modo sit verisimile, eos igno- 
rasse veritatem earum rerum, quas scripserunt, deinde, an liceat suspicari, eos scientes id 
scripsisse, quod sit falsum? 

56 Cf ibid., col. 266a-b. 

57 Cf ibid., col. 266b. 
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looked closely, according to Sozzini, less justified than in the case of 
other similarly old texts. For, one could only know the author of an 
old text from evidence from people who lived at the same time or at 
least not much later. But what other book that was as old as the New 
Testament could one still find whose authorship was confirmed by so 
many witnesses in an unbroken chain of consensus of learned scholars??? 
Up until the times of Eusebius of Caesarea, in other words for roughly 
250 years, there had been no one who doubted the authorship of those to 
whom the four Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, all the epistles of Paul 
(with the exception of the Epistle to the Hebrews) and the first epistles 
of Peter and John were attributed. And confirmation of the authorship 
of these texts could still, in Sozzinis own day and age, be found in 
the writings of Justin, Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria, all three of 
whom were closest to the time when the New Testament writings were 
issued.°? 

With regard to any suspicion that the books of the New Testament 
might have been altered or falsified, it was necessary to bear two things 
in mind: either the whole history and teaching were falsified, or only parts 
were falsified that did not affect the history as such. In the latter case, the 
changes would be easily recognized as these parts would not accord with 
the not-falsified remainder and the connections would be missing. Since, 
however, the New Testament was highly consistent despite the many 
different authors, this possibility was ruled out. The possibility that the 
entire history and teaching in the New Testament was falsified was almost 
inconceivable if one assumed that the authors of the New Testament 


58 Cf. ibid., col. 268a: “Cum enim hoc, quod sciatur, quisnam fuerit scriptor libri 
alicujus admodum antiquitus scripti, ex testimonio eorum, qui eo tempore, quo scriptus 
fuit, aut paulo post fuerunt, exque perpetuo concensu (sic!) doctorum hominum pendeat 
potius, quam ulla ex re alia; quinam liber invenitur tam antiquitus scriptus, ut scripta 
ista, qui tot testimonia, qualia dictum est, habeat, quot illa habent, & tam perpetuum 
consensum hominum prudentum de scriptoribus, quinam fuerint?” 

5° Cf. ibid.: “Et invenietur, usque ad ipsius Eusebii zetatem, hoc est, per ducentorum 
& quinquaginta circiter annorum perpetuum spatium, postquam scripta illa conscripta 
atque edita fuerunt, numquam fuisse in Ecclesia, qui dubitaret, quin quatuor, quae habe- 
mus, Euangelia, liber Actorum Apostolicorum, Epistolae omnes, quae Pauli Apostoli esse 
dicuntur, praeter eam, quae ad Hebraeos est scripta; prior Apostoli Petri, & prima Johan- 
nis Apostoli; heec, inquam, omnia, ab iis scripta fuissent, quibus tribuuntur (...) Id quod 
hodie quoque magna ex parte videmus, ex scriptis, quee ad nostram eetatem pervenerunt 
Justini, Irenei, & Clementis Alexandrini; qui omnes tres tempori illi proximi fuerunt, 
praesertim vero Justinus.” 
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books were identical with those to whom the books were attributed. 
Anyone who wanted to claim that the New Testament was falsified, 
because of the different versions of the texts that had been passed down, 
should remember that this was generally a problem with old books: there 
was scarcely an old book that had not been altered in some way in the 
course of time and which did not exist in different versions. The number 
of versions was not so much a threat as an opportunity, for one could 
always find the correct version among all the different ones by applying 
one’s reason to compare the relevant passages.°! 

Coming to the fourth and last case—irrefutable proof against the cred- 
ibility of the New Testament from trustworthy contemporaries— Sozzini 
did not know of any such instances. There were no such testimonies 
from either non-Christian or Christian sources. And even if there were 
any from Christian sources, one could not believe the testimony of such 
a Christian, for there had never been a Christian who had denied the 
authority or total reliability of the New Testament.? In other words, he 
concluded, one could trust the New Testament completely for it was his- 
torically entirely credible. 

From the perspective of the later historical-critical method, it appears 
very “uncritical” to conclude from such deliberations that the New Testa- 


6 Cf. ibid., col. 269b: “Ubi primum animadvertendum est, necesse esse, ut deprava- 
tio sit vel totius historiae aut doctrine in universum, vel singularium aliquot locorum, 
ex quibus ipsa historia aut doctrina non immutetur. Si enim vel partis tantum esset his- 
toriz aut doctrina, vel locorum, ex quibus ipsa historia aut doctrina immutaretur, id 
facile aliqua ratione appareret; propterea quod non esset convenientia illius partis cum 
reliquis, immutatioque ista latere non posset, praesertim doctrinae. Itaque appareret in 
libro repugnantia, aut parva ejusdem secum consensio: quod (...) non deprehendi in 
Novi Testamenti libro: quin potius in eo inveniri mirabilem ubique consensum atque 
concentum; adeo ut hoc solum, si quis consideret, quot scriptores, & scripta in eo con- 
tineantur, satis esse debeat, ut quilibet judicio praeditus ei fidem vel maximam adjungat. 
Jam vero, ut depravatio sit totius doctrinae aut historie in universum, id fieri prorsus 
nequit, si modo id firmum maneat, quod supra ostendimus; ista videlicet scripta eorum 
esse, quibus tribuuntur: neque enim alioqui illorum scripta essent, sed aliorum? 

9! Cf ibid., col. 270a: *(...) Dico, quamvis necessarium quodammodo sit, unam tan- 
tum esse veram lectionem, alias vero falsas, non tamen dici posse, scripta illa esse depra- 
vata; immo jure posse affirmari, ea valde conservata esse. Nullum enim est scriptum, in 
quo temporis longinquitate, ob varias incidentes caussas, multa aliqua ratione non immu- 
tentur. Quamobrem inter antiqua scripta illud minus depravatum censeri debet, cujus 
pluribus in locis variz lectiones extant. Ut verisimile sit, in quolibet loco, quem tempus 
immutavit, veram lectionem inter ipsas extare; quam lector, ratione duce, & collatione 
aliorum locorum similium, assequi atque amplecti possit? 

9? Cf. ibid., col. 270b: "Quandoquidem nulla (quod sciam) testimonia extant homi- 
num hac in re fide dignorum, quod Novi Testamenti scriptis (...) fides non sit adhibenda. 
Et sane quidem, si ab aliquibus veteribus Christianis, de quorum sanctitate, & hujus ipsius 
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ment is historically credible. For the late sixteenth and early seventeenth 
centuries, however, this was a major step towards placing the tradition of 
the Christian faith in a historical setting and treating Scripture accord- 
ingly. As mentioned above, not only Hugo Grotius regarded it as a helpful 
approach—he took up all four of Sozzinis arguments in Book 3, $$ 1- 
6.10-5 of his De veritate religionis christianae?—Simon Episcopius did, 
too. 

Sozzini's first two criteria are the most strongly reflected in Episcopius's 
work. From the end of October 1634 Episcopius held private theology 
lectures at the Amsterdam Remonstrant seminary, and dictated these 
lectures to his students.9 In examining the subject De revelatione per 
Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum facta, Episcopius also dealt with the 
question of the credibility of the New Testament. He began by posit- 
ing the historical reliability of the New Testament authors and that the 
authors' names were, beyond doubt, correctly testified and passed down. 
And he proved this using exactly the same arguments as Sozzini had done 
previously.5 But apart from being clearly dependent on Sozzini's argu- 
mentation in these two cases, Episcopius also set his own accents and 
reflected on the principles of biblical interpretation, something which 
Sozzini had not yet explicitly undertaken. 

Episcopius arrives at a very interesting conclusion from his under- 
standing of the New Testament as a historically impeccable testimony. 
For him it is the proof beyond all doubt that the Christian religion is true 
and divine, and hence superior to all others.” It is the history reported in 


rei cognitione, ex historiis aperte constaret, simpliciter testatum deprehenderetur (...) 
non debere scriptis istis fidem adjungi; hoc solum satis esse posset ad detrahendam illis 
fidem, aut certe eam valde dubiam suspectamque reddendam. Verum (...) quod hoc 
deprehenderetur, nihil scio; nec fieri ferme potest, ut tale quid ad nostram notitiam per- 
venerit: cum nemo unquam vulgo verus Christianus fuerit, qui de auctoritate eorum 
scriptorum in universum dubitaverit, nedum affirmaverit, in rebus ad Christianam reli- 
gionem pertinentibus, scriptis illis credendum non esse, neque eis standum? 

$$ Cf. Heering, Grotius as Apologist, 131-136. 

64 Cf. van Limborch, Historia vitae Simonis Episcopii, 316. 

65 Cf. Curcellaeus, Pio & erudito lectori, in Episcopius, Opera theologica [I]. Quorum 
catalogum versa pagina exhibet. Editio secunda, cum autographo accuratissime collata, & à 
mendis aliquot gravioribus repurgata (London, 1678), **r: "(...) SS. Theologie Candidatis 
(...) Amstelodami in privato Collegio ad calamum est dictatus? 

96 Cf. Institutiones theologice, in Episcopius, Opera theologica I, col. 229a-230b. Cf. 
also Strauss, Die christliche Glaubenslehre I (see n. 3), 160-162. 

87 Cf. Institutiones theologice, in Episcopius, Opera theologica I, col. 230a: “Ex hoc 
fundamento sic demonstrato necessarió consequitur, id quod in prooemio diximus, 
Religionem, quee libris istis continetur, & historiam qua refertur, quomodo Religio ista 
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the New Testament and substantiated with many miracles which compels 
people to recognize that only God can be the originator of the religion it 
portrays.°® It was consequently fully sufficient to prove to all atheists, and 
also “Jews, heathens and Turks,’ the authority of Scripture, i.e. of both the 
New and the Old Testament. For, if the history reported in the New Tes- 
tament is true, it then necessarily follows that God exists and that he pro- 
vides for mankind; that there is a religion, according to whose rules God 
allows people to shape their lives; that he will finally reward in heaven 
those who confess it and punish those who despise it; and, finally, that all 
this will prevail eternally and not be superseded by any other revelation.9? 

In other words, the historicity of what is reported in the New Testa- 
ment is crucial for Episcopius: it is on this criterion that the claim that 
the Christian faith is true stands or falls. Strictly speaking, in his eyes 
no further proof is required, whether it be based on reason or something 
else, such as the superiority of the teachings or the rapid dissemination of 
the Christian faith.” Sozzini had not argued with the same stringency. By 
insisting on historicity in his four lines of argument, he was not seeking to 
prove the truth of the Christian religion as such, but rather to prove the 
reliability of the New Testament,"! before going on to prove the divine 
origins of the Christian tradition from the unique nature of the com- 
mandments and biblical promises.” 

Episcopius goes another step beyond Sozzini in explicitly including 
reason as a factor in his biblical hermeneutics. In the dispute with the 


tradita, confirmata, exposita & defensa est, veram & divinam esse, nullamque aliam ei 
parem, nedum perfectiorem expectandam esse usque ad ipsum mundi finem? 

68 Cf. ibid.: “Quia Religionem istam à Deo traditam esse in libris istis adseritur, & 
ejusmodi operibus, miraculis ac prodigiis confirmatam esse narratur, quæ alium quam 
Deum autorem habere non potuerunt (...).” 

© Cf. ibid.: "Atque hoc ipso argumento ego optimé adstrui posse credo Scripturae 
Novi Testamenti, simulque etiam Veteris Testamenti, (quippe quae eadem illa confir- 
matur) autoritatem, contra omnes Atheos, qui universe Religionem omnem negant; tum 
Judaeos, tum paganos, tum Turcas. (...) Enimvero si vera est historia, quae libris scrip- 
tis Novi Testamenti continetur, tum sequuntur haec omnia: Deum esse: Deum curam 
gerere rerum humanarum: Religionem dari, ad cujus praescriptum Deus vitam hominum 
componi vult; premium in celo post hanc vitam à Deo promissum esse religionis istius 
cultoribus, & poenam ejus contemtoribus: & utraque aeternum duratura nulloque divino 
decreto revocanda esse.” 

7 Cf ibid., col. 230b-23 1b. 

71 Cf. the title of chapter I of De sacre scripture autoritate, which deals with the 
credibility of the New Testament, in: Sozzini, Opera omnia I, col. 265a: "Caput I. In quo 
demonstratur iis, qui jam credunt Christianam religionem esse veram, non posse eos jure 
dubitare de auctoritate librorum Veteris & Novi Testamenti?” 

7? Cf. ibid., col. 272a ff. 


BIBLICAL HERMENEUTICS OF SOCINIANS AND REMONSTRANTS 107 


adherents of the Roman-Catholic church, and with the supporters of the 
Calvinist orthodoxy laid down in Dort, he rejects all efforts by the church 
to standardise biblical interpretation and insists that it is the duty of every 
individual to seek the true meaning of the Bible himself and to form 
his own judgment on controversial issues.” Episcopius arrived at this 
conclusion from his conviction on the clarity of scripture—a conviction 
he shared with all churches of the Reformation. They believed that the 
Bible contained all that was necessary for salvation—all that one needed 
to know, believe, hope and do—in such a clear and transparent form that 
it could be understood by everyone.”* But in Episcopius's eyes it only 
made sense to postulate such clarity if one assumed at the same time 
that people also had the ability to find all that was necessary in Scripture 
themselves, and that they were given this ability in the natural gift of right 
reason (ratio recta). 

For Episcopius this consequently means that the individual's powers 
of reason must be the only essential—and fully adequate—medium with 
which every person can arrive at the right meaning of Scripture. When 
applying one’s reason one had only to pay attention that one used it prop- 
erly, and not wrongly on the basis of, for example, prejudice, emotions, 
deliberate wickedness or negligence.” Once again, Sozzinis work had 
not yet expressed this view with the same stringency. Sozzinis approach 


75 Cf. Institutiones theologice, in Episcopius, Opera theologica I, col. 236a; Apologia pro 
confessione, in Episcopius, Opera theologica II, Pars secunda, col. 124a-b. 

74 Cf. Institutiones theologice, in Episcopius, Opera theologica I, col. 264b: “Dicimus 
ergo, Scripturam S. non tantum perfecté in se continere sensus omnes, qui universis 
& singulis ad salutem scitu, creditu, speratu ac factu sunt necessarii, sed eosdem etiam 
omnes perspicue, dilucidé, & clare omnibus singulis proponere, ut à quolibet homine, 
non tantum ii, qui necessarii sunt, sed etiam sub ipsa formali necessitatis ratione, id est, 
quod sint necessarii, facile intelligi possint? 

75 Cf. ibid.: "Quando sensus istos dilucide, perspicué ac claré propositos in S. Scriptura 
esse asserimus, tum id sic nos intelligere, quod sensus isti omnes ac singuli, istiusmodi 
verbis ac phrasibus, seu propriis seu figuratis sint expressi, ut ad earum significationem 
propriam ac genuinam recté percipiendum, nullo alio aut interno aut externo lumine 
opus sit, quam vel naturali, vel saltem à gratia ista quee universalis & communis omnibus 
esse dicitur, adjuto, id est solo rationis rectae dictamine, sive gratize universalis beneficio? 

76 Cf ibid.: “Ex quo consequitur, rationem rectam non modo non esse exautorandam, 
quando de propria ac genuina verborum phrasiumque S. Scripture mente ac sententia 
adsequenda quaeritur, sed eam primo ac per se esse necessariam, quin & per se sufficere, 
adeoque eam unam ac solam aptissimum esse medium ad rectam verborum phrasiumque 
S. Scripture, quibus necessaria significantur, intelligentiam consequendum. Proinde 
caussam nullam aliam esse posse, cur verborum phrasiumq[ue] propria ac genuina 
significatio non attendatur, quam quod recta ratio vel preejudicio imbuta, vel affectibus 
obnubilata, vel negligentia infirmata, vel malitia depravata sit, sive recta esse desierit 


Gaye 
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to Scripture shows that he always implied the use of common sense— 
whether in comparing the different versions of biblical texts" or in apply- 
ing the principle that contents of the Bible can be beyond but never con- 
trary to human reason.’ But explicit reflection that biblical interpreta- 
tion must be based on reason is not to be found in Sozzini’s works. Nor 
is it to be found in Johannes Völkel's (died 1618) systematic presentation 
of the principles of Socinian teaching, Libri quinque, published in 1630, 
with which Episcopius was familiar.” 

Episcopius took up Sozzinis ideas and then went further, moving 
towards an increasingly historical approach to the Bible; parallel to that, 
he detected and highlighted the role of reason in biblical interpretation. 
Stephanus Curcellaeus advanced further along this path. Curcellaeus, 
who had been friendly with Episcopius since they met in 1623 before the 
French national synod at Charenton,” if not before, moved in 1634 from 
Vitry, where he had been a Reformed minister, to Amsterdam, where 
he initially earned his living as corrector at the printing house of the 
Blaeu family.?! In the course of his work he became very familiar not only 
with the exegesis of Hugo Grotius—he corrected Grotiuss Annotationes 
in quatuor Evangelia before it went into print in 16419?—but also with 
Volkel’s aforementioned Libri quinque, on which he also worked before 
it was reprinted by Blaeu in 1642.9 Curcellaeus succeeded Episcopius at 


77 Cf. note 61. 

78 Cf. Cantimori, Italienische Haeretiker, 338, which refers to this comment from 
Sozzini's Responsio ad libellum Iacobi Wuieki (1592), a work with which Episcopius was 
most probably not familiar. 

” Cf the analogous treatment of the clarity of Scripture in: Johannes Vólkel, De vera 
religione libri quinque: Quibus preefixus est Iohannis Crellii Franci liber de Deo et ejus 
attributis, ita ut unum cum illis opus constituat (Raków, 1630), 384-389. For Episcopius 
knowledge of this work cf. John Platt, Reformed thought and Scholasticism. The Arguments 
for the Existence of God in the Dutch Theology, 1575-1670 (Leiden, 1982), 232-233. In his 
Institutiones theologice Episcopius quoted from the treatise of Johannes Crellius (1590- 
1633), De Deo € ejus attributis, which was prefixed to Libri quinque. 

80 Cf. van Limborch, Historia vitae Simonis episcopii, 293-294. 

81 Cf. Poelenburg, Oratio funebris, in Stephanus Curcellaeus, Opera theologica, quo- 
rum pars precipua Institutio religionis christiane. Cum indicibus necessariis (Amsterdam, 
1675), > 2!, »* 35 

82 Cf ibid., *** 3". 

83 Cf. Knijff/ Visser, Bibliographia sociniana, No. 2037; Curcellaeus to Ruarus, 8 Febru- 
ary 1642; 12 April 1642, in Martin Ruarus, Epistolarum selectarum centuria. In quibus res 
magni in religione momenti inter diversarum sententiarum atque sectarum homines trac- 
tantur & examinantur (Amsterdam, 1677), I, No. 86-87, 407-408. 
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the Remonstrant seminary in 1643% and, logically enough, it was Cur- 
cellaeus who prepared Episcopiuss Institutiones theologicae for posthu- 
mous publication in 1650. In doing so, he compared the manuscripts at 
his disposal with the available transcripts of students.°° Through his close 
friendship with René Descartes (1596-1650), he had become highly 
interested in the methodology of the search for truth, while through his 
own work he was very well acquainted with the topical problems of bib- 
lical interpretation. 

In the course of thorough reflection Curcellaeus adopted Episcopius’s 
hermeneutical views and refined them. When Curcellaeus came to hold 
private theology lectures himself at the seminary (these lectures formed 
the basis of his—unfinished— Institutio religionis christianae),* the parts 
dealing with the historical reliability, divinity and authority of Holy Scrip- 
ture included all the arguments since Sozzini's De auctoritate sacrae scrip- 
turae in a form similar to Episcopius’s presentation. Going a step fur- 
ther, Curcellaeus took up the view asserted by Episcopius that the proper 
meaning of the Bible was to be found individually, through reason, and 
developed it twofold: he drew up a body of rules for the interpretation of 
Scripture, ? and he considered in more depth and detail how, and accord- 
ing to what principles, reason was to be applied in its interpretation.?? 

Curcellaeuss body of hermeneutical rules starts out from a threefold 
problem. In his eyes, the need for interpretation stemmed either from 
the content of Scripture, or from the style and the language in which it 
was couched. As regards the first point, the Bible treated of many things 
beyond the scope of our senses, such as God, angels, the nature of the 
future world, and which were therefore difficult for us to understand. 
As to the second problem, it had to be noted that biblical language, 
which used images and contained seeming contradictions, was often 


84 Cf GJ. Heering and G.J. Sirks, Het seminarium der Remonstranten driehonderd jaar, 
1634-1934 (Amsterdam, 1934), 174. 

85 Cf. Curcellaeus, Pio & erudito lectori, in Episcopius, Opera theologica I, **r. 

86 Cf. Poelenburg, Oratio funebris, in Curcellaeus, Opera theologica, ** 3". Curcellaeus 
was at Descartes' bedside in Stockholm, where Descartes was staying at the invitation of 
the Swedish queen Christina, when he died on February 2, 1650. Cf. Curcellaeus to Lam- 
bert Velthuysen, 12 February 1650, in Universiteitsbibliotheek Amsterdam, Bijzondere 
Collecties, A 49b r-v. 

87 Cf. van Limborch, Christiano lectori, in Curcellaeus, Opera theologica, * 2", for the 
complex background to the writing of this work. 

88 Cf Institutio religionis christianae, in Curcellaeus, Opera theologica, col. 9b-11a. 

89 Cf. ibid., col. 29a-31b. 

0 Cf ibid., col. 37a-39b. 
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ambiguous. On top of that came the third, more subjective, factor (sub- 
jective because it was rooted in the interpreter himself), which consisted 
of the reader's lack of knowledge of the biblical languages, the history and 
way of life in biblical times, or quite simply in the partiality of the reader.”! 

In Curcellaeuss view, the first problem could only be resolved by 
accepting the material that went beyond human senses, as it stood, and 
not speculating any further about it”? The second problem, resulting 
from the biblical presentation, required a more complex approach, con- 
sisting of three steps. First, attention was to be paid to the scopus of 
the passage in question and its immediate context, just as one would 
do with a text of any other author.?? Second, similar passages—if pos- 
sible clearer and non-controversial ones—were to be consulted in order 
to shed light on passages that were not so clear.”* Third, the interpreta- 
tion of the unclear passages was to be checked against the regula fidei 
inherent in the Bible, i.e. against the principles of faith explicitly stated 
in Scripture; any interpretation that contradicted these principles or was 
self-contradictory had to be rejected.” The third problem could be over- 
come if the interpreter did everything he could to acquire the necessary 
basis for right interpretation,” that is he learned the biblical languages, 
got to know the history, and avoided prejudice. 


?! Cf ibid., col. 30b: “(...) ut sciamus qua ratione Scriptura explicanda versari oporte- 
at, primum aperiende sunt causae obscuritatis, que in ea subinde occurrit. Ex sunt vel 
in rebus ipsis de quibus tractat, vel in stylo & sermone quo illas explicat (...) Multas res 
in Scriptura esse intellectu difficiles, id arguit, quod agat de Deo & Angelis, de statu futuri 
saeculi, & similibus, à sensu, unde omnis nostra cognitio oritur, remotis. Sermonem etiam 
ejus non raro esse satis obscurum, ostendunt figure quibus scatet, contradictiones appar- 
entes, & multiplex sensus, quo interdum phrases, quas usurpat, accipi possunt. Quibus 
accedit in legentibus, ignorantia linguarum, vel historie & consuetudinum veterum, & 
non raro preejudicia vel affectus." 

?2 Cf ibid.: “Cum sublimitas rerum difficultatem adfert, unicum adversus eam reme- 
dium est, acquiescere in eo, quod placuit Deo patefacere, nec praesumere sapere ultra id 
quod scriptum est.” 

?3 Cf. ibid.: "Si obscuritas est in stylo & modo tractandi, oportet primo diligenter 
attendere ad scopum loci, antecedentia, consequentia, & ceeteras circumstantias, sicut 
in omnium aliorum authorum scriptis explicandis fieri consuevit." 

?* Cf. ibid.: "Deinde confertur phrases & sententias similes, sed quantum fieri potest 
clariores, & de quibus nulla sit controversia" 

?^ Cf. ibid.: "Denique obscurorum locorum interpretationem examinare ad analogiam 
fidei, id est, ad sententias aliquas clarissime in Scriptura traditas, & quae sunt tanquam 
principia quaedam indubia & immota Religionis; nullumque sensum qui iis repugnet, aut 
contradictionem implicet, vel manifeste absurdus sit, admittere?" 

?6 Cf ibid.: “Si vero causa difficultatis Scripture sit in nobis ipsis, id est, in ignorantia, 
vel preejudiciis aut affectibus nostris, totis viribus est contendendum, ut ab istis impedi- 
mentis nos liberemus (...).” 
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As this outline of Curcellaeuss hermeneutical rules shows, he, like 
Episcopius, accorded reason a role in combining and regulating all the 
individual steps in interpretation. Going beyond Episcopius, who had 
merely explicitly identified this role of reason, Curcellaeus also drew 
up a framework for the application of reason, with which he concluded 
his treatment of Scripture in the first book of the Institutio religionis 
christianae. Since it was through reason alone that man was what he 
was, that is a rational being, Curcellaeus considered it essential that 
reason be used in religion, too.? The purpose of applying reason in 
this way was not, though, to enable people, by reason, to access the 
mysteries of the Christian faith, but rather to penetrate what had been 
revealed, that is what had been laid down in Scripture. Here, reason 
had a threefold critical function: first, to check whether the teaching in 
question was actually contained in the Bible; second, to reflect on the 
logical connection between this teaching and the other teachings of the 
Bible; finally, it was the job of reason to deduce the genuine meaning 
of controversial passages??—and this was quite feasible using the body of 
hermeneutical rules outlined above. Curcellaeus based all ofthis on a rule 
of contradiction, similar to that formulated earlier by Sozzini: there could 
be mysteries in Scripture that went beyond human reason and therefore 
needed to be revealed to make them known to man; but such mysteries 
were never counter to reason, i.e. never self-contradictory.?? 

This form of biblical hermeneutics was also propounded by Philip 
van Limborch, the last of the professors of theology at the Remonstrant 
seminary who will be cited here. Personally, he was a moderate Cartesian 


?7 Cf ibid., col. 37a: “Rationis autem voce, hoc loco, eximiam illa hominis facultatem 
intelligo, qua is homo vere est, quae essentiam ipsius constituit, & qua non tantum ab 
inanimis creaturis, sed etiam ab animantibus brutis omnibus differt; unde à Philosophis 
definiri solet, Animal rationale. Istius Rationis usum in relegione esse necessarium, 
apparet (...). 

°8 Cf. ibid., col. 38a: “Frequentior ejus [sc. rationis] usus est in iis que nobis revelata 
sunt expendendis; mens enim nostra non est, rationem humanam absque revelatione 
divina posse capere mysteria fidei, aut de iis judicare: absit. Hoc tantum volumus, rationis 
esse expendere, an dogma aliquod, de quo movetur qeestio, in scripturis contineatur nec 
ne; an consentiat vel repugnet, cum aliis que clare ibi traduntur; quis genuinus alicujus 
loci controversi sensus sit, aut quee mens Dei nos in S. Scriptura alloquentis? 

?9 Cf ibid., col. 39a: "Mysteria in Sacris Scripturis reperiri fateor; sed ea cum ratione 
pugnare inficior: Quaedam enim ibi traduntur, qua superant quidem rationis human 
captum, ideoque nunquam in mentem nobis venire potuissent, nisi à Deo essent revelata; 
verbi gratia, Mortuorum resurrectio, & vivorum in adventu Christi immutatio, I Corinth. 
XV. 51. Sed nullatenus tamen vere rationi adversantur; aut (quod eodem redit) contra- 
dictionem implicant?” 
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and a great-nephew of Simon Episcopius.!° It was van Limborch who, 
during his long tenure at the seminary from 1667 to 1712,'?! edited 
the Institutio religionis christianae of Curcellaeus in 1675. He had earlier 
prepared the second volume of Episcopius's Opera theologica for printing 
in 1665; this contains Episcopius’s writings from the period prior to the 
foundation of the seminary in Amsterdam. Van Limborch was therefore 
thoroughly acquainted with the arduous struggle over the methodology 
of access to Holy Scripture. 

Van Limborch took up this view of Scripture as historical testimony 
that is to be interpreted on the basis ofreason, and passed it on. In his own 
systematic work on theology, Theologia christiana, he strongly asserted 
that reason was the key to Scripture. !°? In a finely nuanced way he set out 
the arguments—by then already traditional and propounded by Socini- 
ans and Remonstrants alike—for an essentially historical understand- 
ing of the authority of Scripture,” as well as the body of hermeneutical 
rules based on reason, "^ as developed by Curcellaeus. The special char- 
acteristics, and above all the historical influence, of the hermeneutical 
passages of van Limborchs Theologia christiana have, however, yet to be 
researched. It can be said at this stage that such research would certainly 
be worthwhile: Theologia christiana enjoyed a wide distribution, appear- 
ing in five editions in Latin (1694, 1700, 1715, 1730 and 1735) as well as 
in Dutch (1701) and English (1713). 


CONCLUSION 


1. Fausto Sozzini's De auctoritate sacrae scripturae, written around 1568, 
published initially in 1588 and then in French in Basel in 1592, was 
acquired, in both Latin and French, by Conrad Vorstius around 1594. 
Vorstius regarded the book highly and brought out a new edition in Stein- 
furt in 1611. Evidently in the form of this new edition, the work came into 
the hands of the leading Remonstrants— notably Simon Episcopius— 
though there is no record of this prior to the Synod of Dort (1618/1619). 


100 Cf Pieter J. Barnouw, Philippus van Limborch (Den Haag, 1963), 7, 11, 136. 

101 Cf ibid., 20. 

102 Cf Philip van Limborch, Theologia christiana ad praxin pietatis ac promotionem 
pacis Christiane unice directa. Editio novissima (Amsterdam, 1735), col. 43b, 46b. 

103 Cf ibid., col. 10b-15a, especially col. 10b-12b. 

104 Cf ibid., col. 30b-31a, 43a-44a. 

10 Cf Barnouw, Philippus van Limborch, 27-28. 
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The first definite evidence that the Remonstrants considered the ap- 
proach to Scripture propounded by Sozzini to be a sound alternative to 
that of the Contra-Remonstrants comes in the view expressed by Epis- 
copius in his polemical work Bodecherus ineptiens, published in 1624. 


2. The evidence put forward by Sozzini in De auctoritate sacrae scrip- 
turae for the historical credibility of the New Testament came to have 
the greatest significance for biblical hermeneutics. Unlike other confes- 
sions, both Socinians and Remonstrants attributed the authority of Holy 
Scripture primarily to its historical credibility. Episcopius took up the 
evidence presented by Sozzini in his own theology lectures, held at the 
Remonstrant seminary in Amsterdam and printed posthumously in 1650 
as Institutiones theologicae. Episcopiuss biblical hermeneutics, however, 
went a step further than Sozzini in two respects: by raising the historic- 
ity of what is reported in the New Testament to the essential criterion on 
which the claim that the Christian faith is true stands or falls, Episcopius 
reinforced the significance of history. In addition, he identified the cen- 
tral role of reason in the process of interpretation, and explicitly declared 
reason to be the sole medium for arriving at the right understanding of 
Scripture. 


3. Taking up Espiscopiuss view of Scripture as a historical testimony that 
is to be interpreted on the basis of reason, Stephanus Curcellaeus, his suc- 
cessor, went on to enlarge on it. He deserves recognition for drawing up 
the first detailed body of hermeneutical rules with which the message of 
the Bible was to be rightly understood. In his own lectures, which were 
edited by Philip van Limborch for publication in 1675 as Institutio religio- 
nis christianae, Curcellaeus drafted the principles of biblical hermeneu- 
tics by setting out clear, methodical guidelines for finding the right mean- 
ing of Scripture and combining these with the critical function of rea- 
son, which he equally clearly defined. In this form the hermeneutical 
rules were taken over by van Limborch in his Theologia christiana, which 
was reprinted many times. The specifics of van Limborch’s own biblical 
hermeneutics and above all their historical influence still require further 
study. 


(Translated from German by Dorothy Miller) 


ARMINIUS UND DIE HERBORNER THEOLOGEN: 
AM BEISPIEL VON JOHANNES PISCATOR 


ANDREAS MÜHLING 


VORBEMERKUNG 


„Arminius und die Herborner Theologen“ stellt ein inhaltlich äußerst 
komplexes Thema dar, zu dem die umfangreichen Archivalien langst 
noch nicht umfassend aufgearbeitet wurden. Es steht zu befürchten, dass 
angesichts einer historischen Fokussierung auf die Reformation lutheri- 
scher wie Genfer Prágung dies auf absehbare Zeit auch so bleiben wird— 
2017 werden Wissenschaft und evangelische Kirchen weltweit des 500. 
Jubilaums des Thesenanschlages Martin Luthers gedenken, 2009 finden 
landauf, landab Jubiláumsveranstaltungen zu Ehren des 500. Geburtsta- 
ges Johannes Calvins statt. Der Fokus der Forschung richtet sich gegen- 
wärtig eindeutig auf diese kirchengeschichtlichen Handlungsfelder. Zum 
Schaden der Sache. Denn das theologische wie kirchenpolitische Bezie- 
hungsgeflecht, welches sich auch über die konfessionellen Grenzen hin- 
weg über das Europa des spaten 16. und 17. Jahrhunderts erstreckte, 
ist denn gerade einmal nur ansatzweise erforscht. Der gedankliche Aus- 
tausch europäischer Theologen und Kirchenpolitiker in Form eines um 
Einsicht bemühten Dialoges wie auch in Gestalt scharfer Polemik bei der 
nicht nur die Theologie bescháftigenden Frage, wie glaubwürdig über 
den Glauben óffentlich Rechenschaft abgelegt werden kann, stellt wei- 
terhin eine gesamteuropäische Forschungsaufgabe dar. 

Um angesichts des zeitlichen Rahmens wenigstens ein Schlaglicht auf 
das Thema „Arminius und die Herborner Theologen“ werfen zu können, 
móchte ich mich inhaltlich begrenzen, diese Begrenzung allerdings in 
einigen Schritten entfalten. 

Zunächst einmal folgen einige grundlegende Worte zur immer noch 
verkannten Bedeutung der Hohen Schule Herborn für die reformier- 
ten Territorien Europas um das Jahr 1600 herum. Anschließend möchte 
ich knapp einige persónliche wie inhaltliche Beziehungen von Herbor- 
ner Theologen zu den Niederlanden skizzieren, um dann— drittens—am 
Beispiel des nach Olevians Tod im Jahr 1587 zum wichtigsten Herborner 
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Theologen aufgestiegenen Johannes Piscator die konsequent ablehnende 
orthodoxe Haltung Herborns gegenüber dem sogenannten Arminianis- 
mus aufzuzeigen. 


Dre „HOHE SCHULE HERBORN 


Herborn, heute eine Kleinstadt am Rande des Westerwaldes, záhlte um 
1600 zu den führenden reformierten Bildungsanstalten in Europa, nicht 
zuletzt auch deshalb, weil in jenem etwas abseits gelegenen Winkel des 
Reiches die Lehrer dieser Institution sich um eine umfassende und zu- 
gleich praxisorientierte Ausbildung junger Menschen bemühten. 

Gerade die Rolle, die Herborns Hohe Schule seit 1584,! dem Jahr ihrer 
Griindung—ebenso wie spáter die anderen reformierten Akademien in 
Steinfurt zumindest kurzfristig und Bremen bis 1630—übernommen 
haben, weist die reformierte Wissenschaftslandschaft in Europa als ein 
dichtes Beziehungsgeflecht aus, welches sich aus mehreren vitalen Kraft- 
feldern von hoher Bedeutung zusammensetzte. Da die Reprásentan- 
ten reformierter Territorien und Kirchen in Europa sich durch einen 
regen gedanklichen Austausch untereinander auszeichneten, wurde auf 
diese Weise ein eng gewobenes politisches und theologisches ,, Netzwerk“ 
geschaffen, in dem Genf lediglich ein, wenn auch bedeutendes, Zentrum 
reformierter Wissenschaft neben einigen anderen war. 

Die Forschung der vergangenen Jahre hat gezeigt, dass mit der begin- 
nenden Konfessionalisierung die hochschulpolitische Funktion von Uni- 


! Gerhard Menks5 für die Geschichte der Hohen Schule Herborn grundlegenden Stu- 
die: Die Hohe Schule Herborn in ihrer Frühzeit (1584-1660): Ein Beitrag zum Hochschul- 
wesen des deutschen Kalvinismus im Zeitalter der Gegenreformation |Veróffentlichungen 
der Historischen Kommission für Nassau 30] (Wiesbaden, 1981) folgten einige wei- 
tere Aufsätze zum Thema. Hier sind insbesondere zu erwahnen: Gerhard Menk, „Cas- 
par Olevian während der Berleburger und Herborner Zeit“, in Heiner Faulenbach, Diet- 
rich Meyer, Rudolf Mohr, eds., Caspar Olevian (1536-1587) ein evangelisch-reformierter 
Theologe aus Trier, (Köln,1989), 139-204; Gerhard Menk, ‘Die hohe Schule Herborn, der 
deutsche Kalvinismus und die westliche Welt; Jahrbuch der Hessischen kirchengeschicht- 
lichen Vereinigung 36 (1985), 351-369; Gerhard Menk, ‘Das Bildungswesen in den deut- 
schen protestantischen Territorien der Frühen Neuzeit; in: Heinz Schilling, Stefan Ehren- 
preis, eds., Erziehung und Schulwesen zwischen Konfessionalisierung und Sákularisierung: 
Forschungsperspektiven, europdische Fallbeispiele und Hilfsmittel (Münster, 2003), 55-99; 
Andreas Mühling, Anmerkungen zur Theologenausbildung in Herborn; in: Wim Janse, 
Barbara Pitkin, eds., The Formation of Clerical and Confessional Identities in Early Modern 
Europe [Dutch Review of Church History 85] (Leiden, 2006), 71-85. 
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versitäten und Bildungsanstalten sich gegenüber der ersten Hälfte des 
sechzehnten Jahrhunderts grundlegend verändert hatte. Seit Mitte des 
sechzehnten Jahrhunderts verwandelten sich die Ausbildungsstatten 
meist in konfessionsabhángige Bildungsinstitutionen, die zuallererst den 
unterschiedlichen administrativen, wissenschaftlichen, medizinischen 
wie auch kirchlichen Anforderungen des jeweiligen Territoriums Genüge 
zu leisten hatten. Diese Bildungsinstitutionen standen zudem im Dienst 
einer landesherrschaftlichen Umsetzung der jeweils in den Territorien 
gültigen Glaubensbekenntnisse. Somit standen diese konfessionell ge- 
pragten Bildungsbemühungen im Kontext jener Modernisierungspro- 
zesse, die zu einer politischen Stabilisierung der betreffenden Territorien 
führen sollten. Zugleich wappnete diese Bildungspolitik die jeweiligen 
Territorien gegenüber eventuell heraufziehenden konfessionspolitisch 
orientierten Restitutionsversuchen. 

Wie nun wurde in Herborn jene konfessionell konzipierte Bildungs- 
politik umgesetzt? Die überragende Bedeutung, die die „Hohe Schule 
Herborn“ zumindest bis zu Beginn der dreißiger Jahre des 17. Jahrhun- 
derts im europáischen Umfeld errang, verdankt diese Bildungsinstitution 
im Wesentlichen zwei Personen—dem Grafen von Nassau-Dillenburg, 
Johann VI., und Caspar Olevian.? Graf Johann VI. von Nassau-Dillen- 
burg, Bruder Wilhelms von Oranien, trug sich bereits schon seit dem 
Jahr 1577 mit dem Gedanken, eine Bildungsanstalt innerhalb seiner 
Grafschaft für „Grafen, Herren, Edelleute und andere Kinder“ zu grün- 
den. Nach den ersten Überlegungen des Grafen sollte die neu zu grün- 
dende Herborner Hohe Schule zweierlei Funktionen erfüllen. Zunächst 
sollte die Hohe Schule der Erziehung des Adels dienen, denn schliefslich 
müsste diese Schule seiner Herrschaft auch rasch jene Beamten, Pfar- 
rer und Lehrer zur Verfügung stellen, die für die Weiterentwicklung und 
den Umbau von Kirche, Verwaltung, Wirtschaft und Bildungswesen im 
Rahmen einer konfessionell geprágten Politik auch dringend benótigt 
wurden. Eine heimatliche „Hohe Schule“ das war es, was dem Grafen 
Johann vorschwebte. Dieses Motiv, namlich die Ausbildung des heimi- 
schen Adels für spátere politisch verantwortungsvolle Aufgabenbereiche, 
nimmt somit die ureigensten Interessen eines an der Modernisierung sei- 
ner Herrschaft interessierten Territorialherrn auf. 


? Andreas Mühling, Caspar Olevian 1536-1587. Christ, Kirchenpolitiker und Theologe 
[Schriften und Texte zur Bullingerzeit 4] (Zug, 2008); zum Grafen s. Menk, Die Hohe 
Schule Herborn in ihrer Frühzeit, 22. 
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Mit dieser Interessenlage verband sich jedoch eine weitere kirchenpo- 
litische Perspektive des Grafen. Und hierfür benótigte er die Mitarbeit 
Olevians. Denn die hohe theologische Bedeutung, die Herborns Hohe 
Schule nach ihrer Gründung im Jahr 1584 bis etwa 1630 in den refor- 
mierten Kirchen Europas ganz im Sinne des Stifters rasch errang, ist 
im wesentlichen auf Caspar Olevian zurückzuführen. Wahrend Olevian 
nach dem Scheitern des Trierer Reformationsversuches 1559 anschlie- 
fend in Heidelberg zu den kirchenpolitisch einflussreichsten Theologen 
gehórte, die auch gegen hártesten Widerstand ihre Überzeugungen gegen 
Reformierte, allerdings Zürcher Prägung, wie Lutheraner gleichermaßen 
erfolgreich durchzusetzen wussten, hat er die äußere Ausformung der 
nassauischen Akademie, zugleich aber auch ihre wissenschaftliche Pra- 
gung, seit ihrer Gründung federführend bestimmt. Lediglich seinem wis- 
senschaftlichen Kollegen und Freund Johannes Piscator sollte es gelin- 
gen, bis zum Tod des Trierers im Jahr 1587 neben ihm an inhaltlicher 
Statur zu gewinnen. Nach 1587 avancierte Piscator denn auch zu einem 
der herausragenden Lehrer der Hohen Schule Herborn. 

Die ausführlichen Korrespondenzen zwischen Olevian und dem Gra- 
fen Johann im Vorfeld der Schulgründung sowie die beiden ,Grün- 
dungsurkunden* der „Johannea“* illustrieren eine hohe inhaltliche 
Übereinstimmung zwischen den beiden. Durch die ,, Johannea“ sollten 
Theologen, Juristen und Philosophen in die Lage versetzt werden, durch 
ihren Dienst in den reformierten Kirchen und den Obrigkeiten der Aus- 
breitung des góttlichen Wortes in Europa fórderlich zu sein. Es galt also, 
eine—modern gesprochen—,,gesellschaftliche Elite“ zu bilden, deren 
Hauptkennzeichen nicht gesellschaftlicher Stand oder finanzieller Wohl- 
stand, sondern allein die geistige Fáhigkeit und Bereitschaft zu einer 
kompromisslosen konfessionellen Auseinandersetzung mit Andersglau- 
bigen bildete. Denn wie das Wirken des Satans nach Überzeugung 
Johanns nicht an menschlichen Grenzen haltmacht—das Wirken des 
Satans stellte für den Grafen ein Hauptkennzeichen seiner Zeit dar—, so 
sollte diese neue geistige „Elite“ keinesfalls mehr durch territoriale oder 
stándische Grenzen beschränkt sein. Die „Hohe Schule Herborn“ sollte 
eben genau aus diesem Grund nicht allein Grafensóhnen oder begabten 
Landeskindern, sondern darüber hinaus in móglichst hoher Zahl intel- 


? Abgedruckt in Johann Hermann Steubing, Geschichte der hohen Schule Herborn 
(Hadamar, 1823), 252-266. 
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lektuell begabten jungen Menschen auch aus anderen Teilen Europas, die 
sich zur reformierten Konfession bekannten, mit Hilfe eines ausdifferen- 
zierten Stipendienwesens offen stehen.* 

Reformierte Kirchen in der Wetterau wie in Europa gleichermaßen 
kirchenpolitisch und theologisch zu stárken, sich dabei aber auch der 
politischen Unterstützung bei der gesellschaftlichen Umgestaltung refor- 
mierter europáischer Territorien verpflichtet zu sehen— diese Ziele setzte 
sich die Herborner Hohe Schule von ihrer Gründung an. 

Programmatisch lautet denn auch das Motto des Vorlesungsverzeich- 
nisses vom Sommersemester 1598: „Die Praxis, nicht die Theorie ist 
das Ziel des Studiums.“ Diese Praxisgebundenheit erwies sich allerdings 
auch als außerordentlich nützlich, um im konfessionellen Konkurrenz- 
kampf bestehen zu können—und gerade an den Arbeiten von Petrus 
Ramus angelehnte Lehrpläne leisteten dies nach Überzeugung der dama- 
ligen Herborner Akteure in besonders gelungener Weise. 

Es war allerdings nicht allein dieser Praxisbezug, der schon in den 
ersten drei Jahren ihres Bestehens der „Johannea“ einen unerwarteten 
Andrang von Theologiestudenten aus den reformierten Territorien des 
Reiches, den Niederlanden und der Eidgenossenschaft bescherte. Die 
konfessionellen Erfordernisse der Zeit verlangten an allen Bildungsein- 
richtungen jener Jahre einen starken Praxisbezug des Unterrichtes, der 
insbesondere auch an rómisch-katholischen Reformuniversitáten und 
Jesuitenschulen forciert wurde. Die Verbindung dieses Praxisbezuges mit 
einer an Ramus angelehnten Wissenschaftstheorie jedoch brachte der 
„Johannea“ jenen Ruf ein, für den die „Hohe Schule Herborn“ berühmt 
wurde: ein modernen pádagogisch-didaktischen Prinzipien verpflichte- 
tes akademisches Zentrum von europáischem Rang zu sein.? 

Geprägt von einem hohen pädagogischen Interesse, entwickelte Ra- 
mus die Methodenlehre zum Kernstück der Dialektik. Die Differenzie- 
rung eines Ganzen in Einzelteile bildete den Inhalt seiner Methode und 
gab ihr einen streng deduktiven Charakter. Mittels weiterentwickelter 


4 Vgl. hierzu Andreas Mühling, ‘„Ein Garten junger Pflänzlein“. Ein Herborner Kon- 
zept zur Elitenbildung in europäischer Perspektive, in: Herman Selderhuis, Markus 
Wriedt, eds., Konfession, Migration und Elitenbildung (Leiden, 2007), 311-320 mit um- 
fangreicher weiterer Literatur. 

> Zu Ramus vgl. Christoph Strohm, ‘Ramus, Petrus; in TRE 28 (1997), 129-133; 
Christoph Strohm, "Theologie und Zeitgeist: Beobachtungen zum Siegeszug der Methode 
des Petrus Ramus am Beginn der Moderne; in Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte 110 (1999), 
352-371; Mordechai Feingold, ed., The influence of Petrus Ramus (Basel, 2001). 
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Untergliederungen stellte Ramus das Verhältnis der Einzelteile zum Gan- 
zen in visualisierten und damit für die Schüler leichter zu erlernenden 
Diagrammen dar. Auf diese Weise legte er den Erziehern ein Instru- 
mentarium vor, das es ihnen ermóglichen sollte, ihren Schülern kom- 
plexe Lerninhalte praxisorientiert zu vermitteln und ihre Urteilsfáhigkeit 
(iudicium) zu schárfen. 

Durch die Festlegung auf den Ramismus erhielt die Ausbildung in 
Herborn ihre besondere Prágung. Der Aspekt des Praktischen wurde also 
mit dem ramistischen Prinzip des „Methodus“, einer nach dichotomi- 
schen Prinzipien durchgeführten Gliederung, verknüpft. Den Lehrstoff 
enzyklopadisch zu ordnen und in Form von Kompendien pádagogisch 
sinnvoll, also für die Schüler einsichtig, vorzulegen, war ein zentrales 
didaktisches Element des Herborner Unterrichts. 

Natürlich sollten die angestrebte Visualisierung des Lehrstoffes, der 
Dialog innerhalb der Lehrveranstaltungen, rhetorische Übungen, auch 
Schauspielaufführungen sowie ein móglichst enges persónliches Ver- 
háltnis von Studenten und Dozenten die Memorierfähigkeit der Stu- 
denten fórdern, eine Fáhigkeit, die auch im traditionellen Schulsystem 
angestrebt wurde. Entscheidendes Bildungsziel jedoch war vielmehr die 
Fähigkeit des „iudicium“ der Theologiestudenten. Unter „iudicium“ wur- 
de die Befáhigung umfassend gebildeter Theologen verstanden, selbst- 
stándig Urteile treffen zu kónnen. Dieses Ziel verlangte die Entwicklung 
des eigenen Denkvermógens und eine für damalige Verhältnisse freie 
Entfaltungsmóglichkeit der Studenten. 

Somit liegt ein von Olevian und Piscator erarbeitetes und vom Stif- 
ter bewilligtes pädagogisches Gesamtkonzept vor, welches dem Werk des 
Ramus angelehnt war—die enge Verbindung zwischen den verschiede- 
nen Wissenschaften zu unterstreichen und eine erkennbare innere Sys- 
tematik zu fórdern. 

So begründete auch die hohe Qualitát in Forschung und Lehre den 
Ruhm der „Johannea“. Nicht minder wichtig als die Praxisbezogenheit 
und auch die Anlehnung an ramistische Prinzipien waren die inhaltli- 
chen Akzentsetzungen, mit denen insbesondere die Theologiestudenten 
in Herborn konfrontiert wurden. Hier ist zunáchst an die von Zwingli 
und Bullinger konzipierte und den Herborner Theologen, insbesondere 
von Caspar Olevian, weiterentwickelte Fóderaltheologie zu erinnern, die 
innerhalb der reformierten Welt über den theologischen Bereich hinaus 
eine ganz nachhaltige Wirkung entfaltete. Aber auch die bedeutenden 
Herborner Beitráge im Kirchenrecht, in der Exegese, der Bibelüberset- 
zung, der Kontroverstheologie und der Predigtlehre stellten innerhalb 
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der reformierten Kirchen vieldiskutierte Positionen dar, mit denen sich 
die Studenten auseinanderzusetzen hatten. 

Diese wissenschaftlich-theologische Ausstrahlung überrascht deshalb 
so sehr mehr, da an der „Johannea“ lediglich drei theologische Lehr- 
stühle vorhanden waren, mit denen zudem für die Lehrstuhlinhaber 
arbeitsintensive kirchliche Amtspflichten verbunden waren. Doch der 
Hohen Schule Herborn gelang es, bedeutende Theologen an sich zu bin- 
den. Unter zahlreichen Persónlichkeiten wáren neben Caspar Olevian 
und Johannes Piscator auch Wilhelm Zepper, Georg Pasor, Matthias 
Martinius und Johann Heinrich Alsted hervorzuheben. 

Praxisbezug, Ramismus, theologische Spitzenforschung, ein hochqua- 
lifiziertes Kollegium sowie—ein nicht zu vernachlässigender Aspekt— 
steuerliche Privilegien am jeweiligen Hochschulort bildeten die Rah- 
menbedingungen eines Theologiestudiums an der „Johannea“. Doch der 
Unterricht in Herborn war kein Selbstzweck, sondern suchte einer 
klaren politischen Zielvorgabe zu genügen: Die Ausbildung der Theo- 
logen verfolgte das Ziel, auch die Anwendung des Gelernten nach dem 
Studium in der täglichen Arbeit sicherzustellen. Zentrale Ausbildungs- 
ziele waren die Aneignung des Lernstoffes, dann aber auch die Befahi- 
gung, diesen Erkenntnisgewinn spáter in der Berufspraxis anwenden zu 
können. Herborner Hochschulabgänger sollten in die Lage versetzt wer- 
den, in ihren spáteren Gemeinden selbststándig die Auseinandersetzung 
mit Angehórigen anderer Konfessionen zu führen. Das anvisierte Aus- 
bildungsziel galt dann als verfehlt, wenn die Kandidaten bei den Profes- 
soren den Eindruck erweckten, konfessionellen Auseinandersetzungen 
nicht gewachsen zu sein. Konsequent wurde ihnen daher beim Abgang 
von der Hohen Schule die Ausstellung eines „Abgangszeugnisses“ ver- 
weigert. 

Olevian und Piscator führten die „Hohe Schule Herborn“ rasch zu 
einem geistigen Zentrum des internationalen Protestantismus reformier- 
ter Prágung empor. Die Ambivalenz von territorialer Beschránktheit 
und europäischer Weite der „Hohen Schule Herborn“ wurde durch die 
konfessionelle Einbindung der theologischen Lehre aufgehoben. In Her- 
born—und kurzfristig in Siegen, wohin die „Johannea“ aufgrund der 
Pestgefahr einige Male verlegt wurde, bestand breiter Konsens dar- 
über, dass die nach dem Wort Gottes reformierten Kirchen Theologen 


6 Menk, Die Hohe Schule Herborn in ihrer Frühzeit, 57-61. 
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benótigten, die in ihren Gemeinden die theologischen, kirchenpoliti- 
schen und politischen Debatten selbststándig und siegreich zu führen 
verstünden, gleich ob sich diese Gemeinden nun im Westerwald oder in 
den Niederlanden befánden. 


DIE „JOHANNEA“ ALS TEIL EINES 
GESAMTEUROPAISCHEN NETZWERKES 


Wenn eine der deutschsprachigen Akademien den Anspruch erheben 
darf, einen überaus gewichtigen personellen Beitrag zur Auffüllung der 
in so rascher Folge gegründeten Akademien in den Niederlanden geleis- 
tet zu haben, dann trifft dies im Wesentlichen auf die „Johannea“ zu. 

Noch zu Lebzeiten Olevians bestanden enge Verbindungen persón- 
licher, politischer wie inhaltlicher Natur der „Johannea“ in die Nieder- 
lande hinein, die bislang nur ansatzweise erforscht wurden. Nicht zuletzt 
ist diese Nahe der ,,Johannea“ auf das hohe niederländische Engage- 
ment des Grafen und seiner drei ältesten Sóhne zurückzuführen, die in 
den Niederlanden als Statthalter wichtige politische Amter übernommen 
hatten.” Auch den Oranierprinzen Moritz verband eine enge Freund- 
schaft mit seinen Siegener Vettern, Johann VII. und dessen Bruder Wil- 
helm Ludwig.’ 

Zum wissenschaftlichen Herborner Netzwerk zählten in den Nie- 
derlanden insbesondere Franeker und Groningen. Als besonders eng— 
geradezu herzlich— sollte sich die Beziehung zwischen Herborn und der 
Anstalt zu Franeker gestalten. Die Korrespondenz zwischen Piscator 
und Lubbertus deutet eine weitgehende Übereinstimmung in methodi- 
schen wie dogmatischen Fragen an,” die insbesondere in der Abwehr des 
Arminianismus eine kirchenpolitisch wichtige Rolle spielen sollte. Doch 
auch zu Groningen bestanden inhaltliche wie personelle Kontakte; beide 
Anstalten zogen Herborner Professoren wie Studenten zur weiteren wis- 
senschaftlichen Betätigung an.!? 

Neuere Forschungen haben gezeigt, dass die „Herborner Theologie 
in ihren vielen Schattierungen auf den niederländischen Kalvinismus in 


7 Ibid., 58-65. 

8 Ibid., 295. 

? Weitgehend ausgewertet bei Cornelis van der Woude, Sibrandus Lubbertus (Kam- 
pen, 1963); vgl. Menk, Die Hohe Schule Herborn in ihrer Frühzeit, 297; Karl F. Friedrichs, 
‘Lubbertus, Sibrandus, in BBKL 5 (1993), 286-290. 

10 Menk, Die Hohe Schule Herborn in ihrer Frühzeit, 297-302. 
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seiner ‘orthodoxen’ Formation" starken Einfluss ausgeübt hat. ,,Piscator 
war es vornehmlich, der—wie seine Publikationen und Übersetzungen in 
den Niederlanden beweisen—stárkste Aufmerksamkeit in den Ausein- 
andersetzungen mit den dogmatisch “liberalere Arminianern erregte. 
Auch konnte seine Bibelübersetzung der sog. Statenbibel nicht unwe- 
sentliche Impulse vermitteln. ... Der Wunsch, Piscator als einen der 
wichtigsten Reprásentanten reformierter Dogmatik auf der Dordrechter 
Synode anwesend zu wissen, ist Ausweis genug für seine herausragende 
Stellung innerhalb der reformierten Welt der Zeit und weist ihn noch 
deutlicher als Fixpunkt der reformierten Dogmatiker auch in den Nie- 
derlanden aus.*!! 

So ist es auch nicht sonderlich überraschend, dass sich die Beziehun- 
gen zwischen Herborn und der áltesten niederlandischen Akademie, der 
1575 gegründeten Anstalt zu Leiden, als geradezu frostig gestalten soll- 
ten. Ob die Tatsache, dass zwischen den Professoren dieser Anstalten 
kaum Korrespondenzen überliefert wurden, allein auf die deutlichen 
theologischen Meinungsverschiedenheiten, die zwischen den beiden 
Anstalten bestanden, oder auch auf kirchenpolitische Differenzen— 
bereits 1581 scheiterte Graf Johann VI. mit seiner Initiative, seinen Fa- 
voriten Alexander Radtloo in die Leitung der Leidener Akademie zu 
bringen—zurückzuführen ist, bleibt fraglich. Die auch von Herborn aus 
hintertriebene Anstellung von Conrad Vorstius (1569-1622) als Nach- 
folger des Arminius trug sicherlich nicht zur Verbesserung der Bezie- 
hungen zwischen diesen beiden Anstalten bei? 


Die BLÜTEZEIT DER „JOHANNEA“ UNTER JOHANNES PISCATOR 


Johannes Piscator (1546-1625),? der um 10 Jahre jüngere Freund Cas- 
par Olevians, wurde gemeinsam mit dem Trierer Olevian im Jahr 1584 
an die neugegründete Hohe Schule in Herborn berufen. Nach dem über- 
raschenden Tod seines Freundes übernahm Piscator die Führung der 
„Johannea“ und prágte inhaltlich wie methodisch diese Akademie über 
Jahrzehnte hinweg entscheidend. Als Bibelexeget und Übersetzer schuf 
sich Piscator in der reformierten Welt einen großen Namen— sein „Her- 
borner Bibelwerk“ von 1602/03 gilt als erste selbständige Gesamt- 


!! Ibid., 300-301. 
1? Ibid., 297. 
13 Zu Piscator vgl. Erich Wenneker, ‘Piscator, Johannes; in BBKL 7 (1994), 640-644. 
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übersetzung nach Luthers Übertragung. Daneben legen die zahlreichen 
biblischen Kommentare Piscators von seinem Bemühen um eine praxis- 
orientierte Auslegung biblischer Schriften eindrücklich Zeugnis ab. Bei 
aller exegetischen Gelehrsamkeit: Besondere Bekanntheit innerhalb der 
reformierten Kirchen erlangte Piscator durch seine dogmatischen Bei- 
tráge. Doch nicht, wie zu vermuten gewesen ware, durch die Rezeption 
und Weiterentwicklung von Olevians Bundestheologie—es war vielmehr 
Johannes Coccejus (1603-1669), dessen Fóderaltheologie in Aufnahme 
von Olevians Gedanken die reformierte Theologie insbesondere in den 
Niederlanden maßgeblich beeinflusst hat.'* Piscator hingegen profilierte 
sich durch streitlustig geführte dogmatische Debatten insbesondere in 
den Bereichen Abendmahl, Rechtfertigung und Erwáhlung.? 
Besondere Aufmerksamkeit erzielte sein Streit mit dem Nachfolger 
Johannes Calvins in Genf; Theodor Beza. In den achtziger Jahren des 16. 
Jahrhunderts führte der Herborner Piscator mit dem Genfer Beza eine 
vielbeachtete und ziemlich heftige Debatte über die Frage der Rechtfer- 
tigung des Christen durch Christi Erlósungswerk.!ó In dieser Auseinan- 
dersetzung ging es um die These Bezas, dass die Schuld der Erbsünde 
durch die Zurechnung des Gehorsams dem Gesetz gegenüber getilgt und 
die aktuellen Sünden durch das Blut Christi vergeben würden. Dieser 
Behauptung Bezas gegenüber entfaltete Piscator seine Lehre einer ,,oboe- 
dientia passiva Christi‘, die alleine die Ursache der Rechtfertigung sei, 
während die „oboedientia activa Christi“ nichts zu unserer Gerechtig- 
keit vor Gott beitrage. „Bezas Aufteilung der Sünde auf verschiedene 
Taten Christi, das heifst, der Trennung der Zurechnung der Gerechtig- 
keit Christi aufgrund seines Sterbens widerspricht Piscator entschieden. 
Sündenvergebung und Gerechtigkeit Christi sind identisch, sie gründen 
beide in den Kreuzestod Christi und tilgen alle Sünden (das Blut ‘Christi 
reinigt von allen Sünden 1. Joh. 1,7). Der Gehorsam Christi vor dem 
Kreuzestod darf nicht neben den Sühnetod gestellt werden.“ 


14 Heiner Faulenbach, Weg und Ziel der Erkenntnis Christ. Eine Untersuchung zur 
Theologie des Johannes Coccejus [Beitráge zur Geschichte und Lehre der Reformierten 
Kirche 36] (Neukirchen, 1973), 23-25. 

15 Vergleiche insgesamt die ausführliche Zusammenstellung der Werke Piscators bei 
Wenneker (wie Anm. 13), 643-644. 

16 Vgl. Jürgen Moltmann, Christoph Pezel (1539-1604) und der Calvinismus in Bre- 
men [Hospitium Ecclesiae. Forschungen zur bremischen Kirchengeschichte 2] (Bremen, 
1958), 127-135. 

17 Wilhem Neuser, Johann Piscator (1546-1625); in Carl Andresen, ed., Handbuch 
der Dogmen- und Theologiegeschichte. Band 2. Die Lehrentwicklung im Rahmen der Kon- 
fessionalität (Göttingen, 1989), 331. 
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Eine der weiteren zentralen dogmatischen Fragen, mit denen sich der 
ramistisch geschulte Piscator intensiv über viele Jahre hinweg zu befas- 
sen hatte, ist die nach der Prádestination des sündigen Menschen. Die- 
sem Thema konnte sich Piscator wohl nicht entziehen, da die Diskussion 
hierüber im ausgehenden 16. Jahrhundert innerhalb der reformierten 
Kirchen rege geführt wurde. Dabei ist grundsätzlich festzuhalten, dass 
eine ,doppelte Prádestination" innerhalb der reformierten Orthodoxie 
weder von den Theologen gelehrt noch in den grundlegenden refor- 
mierten Bekenntnisschriften schriftlich fixiert wurde. Über alle Lehr- 
meinungen hinweg bezeichnete der Begriff der Prádestination grund- 
sátzlich eine Prádestination zum Leben und war damit identisch mit 
der ewigen Erwahlung. „Der das Gegenteil der Erwahlung bezeichnende 
Begriff ist der der Reprobation oder Verwerfung. Erwahlung und Ver- 
werfung werden also niemals als zwei Arten der Prádestination sub- 
summiert. Der gemeinsame Oberbegriff ist vielmehr der des Dekre- 
tes.“18 

Diese grundsatzlich positive Beschreibung der Pradestination ist zu 
beachten, um die zwei grundlegenden theologischen Lehrmeinungen, 
die hierzu innerhalb des reformierten Protestantismus vorherrschten, 
genauer in den Blick nehmen zu kónnen. Zwei Uberzeugungen wur- 
den im orthodoxen Lager diskutiert. Einmal ist die Erwahlungslehre 
supralapsarisch gedacht worden, indem das Erwählungshandeln Gottes 
sich nicht auf den gefallenen Menschen und Sünder bezieht, sondern auf 
den Menschen vor dem Fall, beziehungsweise, auch das war móglich, 
vor seiner Erschaffung. Der Supralapsarismus diente der Betonung einer 
absoluten Souveränität des sich selbst verherrlichenden, barmherzigen 
und gerechten Gottes. 

Dem gegenüber die infralapsarische Sichtweise der Vorherbestim- 
mung. Objekt der Dekrete Gottes ist hier nicht der noch nicht geschaf- 
fene Mensch, beziehungsweise der Mensch vor dem Fall, sondern der 
geschaffene Mensch vor dem Fall. Diese beiden Sichtweisen fanden glei- 
chermaßen in der reformierten Theologie und Kirchen ihre Anhänger- 
schaft. Der Infralapsarismus ist offiziell in den reformierten Kirchen 
mehrheitlich gelehrt worden; lediglich der Consensus Genevensis und 
das Ungarische Bekenntnis folgen der supralapsarischen Sichtweise.!? 
Doch stellte insbesondere die bedeutende Akademie und die Kirche 


15 Jan Rohls, Theologie reformierter Bekenntnisschriften (Göttingen, 1987), 187. 
19 Ibid., 181. 
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in Genf unter Theodor Beza ein äußerst einflussreiches Bollwerk des 
Supralapsarismus dar,” zu dessen entschiedenen Anhängern eben auch 
Franziskus Gomarus záhlte.?! Somit lagen auch unter den Anhängern 
der Prädestinationslehre nicht unerhebliche theologische Meinungsver- 
schiedenheiten vor, die dann in Dordrecht zutage treten sollten. Hessen 
und Bremen wünschten sich eine offizielle Ablehnung des Supralapsaris- 
mus, ein Wunsch, dem die Synode nicht entsprach, da dieser auch von 
den Remonstranten aus taktischen Gründen erstrebt wurde.” 

Johannes Piscator, der in seiner Prádestinationslehre Calvin folgte,” 
vertrat eine Vorherbestimmung, die letztlich dem Ruhme Gottes diente. 
Doch Piscator folgte einer infralapsarischen Sichtweise. Erwählung und 
Verwerfung fielen für ihn in die Zeit, also unmittelbar nach dem Sünden- 
fall. Piscator bemühte sich deshalb intensiv darum, einen exegetischen 
Nachweis zu erbringen, dass die Bibel häufiger von der Erwählung unter 
der Voraussetzung des Sündenfalls und zudem in Verbindung von der 
Barmherzigkeit Gottes in Christus spricht.”* Die Verwirklichung der Prä- 
destination geschah für Piscator in sieben Handlungen Gottes: „Schöp- 
fung, Zulassung des Sündenfalls, damit die Verdammungswürdigkeit des 
Menschengeschlechts offenbar würde, Versöhnung der Erwählten mit 
Gott durch den Mittler Jesus Christus, der die dienende Ursache des Heils 
ist (causa salutis ministra), wirksame Berufung der Erwáhlten und Ver- 
blendung und Verstockung der Verdammten, Rechtfertigung und Heili- 
gung der Auserwahlten und Jüngstes Gericht.“ 

Bei seiner dogmatischen Beschreibung der Prádestination war es Pis- 
cator—auch hier ganz Ramist—auferst wichtig, seinen Lesern Gottes 
Handeln, soweit dies móglich ist, einsichtig und verstándlich zu machen. 
So betonte Piscator in seinem „Tratactus de divina praedestinatione“: 


Es gibt keinen Menschen, der bei natürlichem Licht der Vernunft verste- 
hen kann, dass es mit der Gerechtigkeit Gottes in Übereinstimmung ist, 
einen Teil der Menschheit zum ewigen Untergang zu prádestinieren. Die 
menschliche Vernunft fühlt sich von diesem Dogma, so oft und so lange sie 
ohne Gottes Wort darüber nachdenkt und urteilt, verletzt. Damit wir uns 
deshalb von diesem Dogma nicht verletzt fühlen, ist es unsere Pflicht, das 


20 Tbid., 28. 
Andreas Mühling, ‘Gomar, Franz; in Encyclopedia of Protestantism 2 (2004), 828. 
Reinhold Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte. Band 4 (Erlangen, 1929), 683. 
Frans L. Bos, Johann Piscator. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der reformierten Lehre 
(Kampen, 1932), 193. 

24 Ibid., 198. 

25 Neuser, Piscator, 330. 
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Urteil unserer Vernunft der heiligen Schrift zu unterwerfen, und was wir 
von diesem Dogma in der Schrift erfahren, mit starkem Glauben in aller 
Demut anzunehmen: denn, weil alles, was in den heiligen Schriften über- 
liefert wird, unzweifelbar wahr und sicher ist—da sie den heiligen Geist, 
den Geist der Wahrheit zum Urheber haben— ist Zweifel Ungerechtigkeit. 
Und sicher ist diese demütige Unterwerfung unserer Vernunft unter das 
Wort Gottes ein hoher Gottesdienst, weil ihm dadurch die hóchste Maje- 
stát und Macht zugesprochen wird. Was auch der Apostel, seine Lehre 
der göttlichen Prädestination abschließend, mit sehr kräftigen und äußerst 
bewegten Worten tut, wenn er sagt: Róm 11 vs. 33 ff. 'O welch Tiefe des 
Reichtums, der Weisheit und der Erkenntnis Gottes!’”° 


Somit unterstrich Piscator die Bedeutung der Predigt des Evangeliums, 
die er gedanklich möglichst eng mit Gottes ewigem Ratschluss verband. 
Diese enge biblische Nähe des Exegeten Piscator ließ ihn zu der Überzeu- 
gung gelangen, dass es auch nach dem Fall ein barmherziges und gerech- 
tes Wirken Gottes am sündigen Menschen geben würde. Somit nahm 
Piscator Gottes Handeln am Menschen nicht nur vor der Schöpfung und 
vor dem Sündenfall in den Blick, sondern eröffnete als Kompromiss eine 
weitere Möglichkeit: Der Geschaffene und zugleich Gefallene wird in der 
Theologie Piscators Gegenstand göttlichen Heilshandelns. 

Zwei folgenreiche Konsequenzen beinhaltete dieser Gedanke: Im Be- 
reich der Theologiegeschichte hob Piscator auf diese Weise die Spannung 
zwischen Infra- und Supralapsarismus in der reformiert-orthodoxen 
Theologie auf, indem er an beiden Position gleichermaßen festhielt und 
ihre Berechtigung betonte. Zugleich, und dies war neben der theolo- 
giegeschichtlichen Bedeutung die kirchenpolitische Konsequenz seiner 
Gedanken, suchte er durch diese bahnbrechende Argumentation eine 
große politische Flanke dem Lager der Arminaner gegenüber zu schlie- 
ßen—nämlich die der inhaltlichen Uneinigkeit in dieser wichtigen Frage. 
Als jene sich nämlich darum bemühten, die Lehrdifferenzen innerhalb 
des orthodoxen Lagers für sich auszunützen und dadurch kirchenpo- 
litische Vorteile zu erzielen, wandte sich Piscator 1614 in einem offe- 
nen Brief an die Arminianer „de objecto praedestinationis“”” In diesem 
Schreiben suchte Piscator nachzuweisen, dass beide Betrachtungswei- 
sen—Infra- wie Supralapsarismus—ihren Wert hätten und aufeinander 
bezogen werden müssten. Dadurch würde sich eine neue Sichtweise auf 


26 Zitat nach Bos, Johann Piscator, 188. 
27 Ibid., 200-201. 
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Gottes Gnadenhandeln ergeben. Diese Argumentation Piscators mar- 
kiert Herborns wichtigsten Beitrag innerhalb der schweren Auseinan- 
dersetzungen zwischen reformierter Orthodoxie und Remonstranten. 

In seinem Schreiben „Quastio de Objecto praedestinationis (ad fratres 
Belgas)" griff Piscator die Argumentation seiner Gegner auf und hielt 
fest: 


Quaeritur hodie inter doctos, An objectum praedestinationis divinae sit 
homo consideratus ut nondum conditus; an vero ut conditus, sed nondum 
lapsus, an denique ut lapsus? 


Haec questio fallax est, quia nititur falsa hypothesi: quasi scil tres illae 
hominis considerations inter se sint oppositae, ita ut una earum affir- 
mata, reliquae neccassario sint negandae. At considerationes illae non sunt 
oppositae, sed tantum diversae: ac proinde omnes locum habere possunt: 
sicut et revera habent: ut ostendam. Prius autem tollere opertet homony- 
miam vocabuli praedestinationis. Praedestinationis vocabulum interdum 
accipitur in genere, ita ut sub se comprehendat et electionem et reproba- 
tionem, seu potius utriusque decretum: interdum vero accipitur in specie, 
ad significandum dectretum electionis. In questione proposita accipitur in 
significatione generali. Ad illam igitur quaestionem respondeo, objectum 
praedestinationis esse hominem consideratam et ut nondum conditum, et 
ut conditum, sed ad huc integrum, et ut lapsum peccatoque corruptum. 


Quod antequam ostendam, pro hypothesi praemittam praedestinationis in 
genere dictae descriptionem. Ea autem, si e sacris literis plene constitua- 
tur, sic erit: Praedestinatio est aeternum Dei dectretum quo constituit con- 
dere homines ad diversos fines speciales: nempe alios ad fruendum salute 
aeterna, alios vero ad sentiendum cruciatus aeternos seu ad aeternum exi- 
tium: itemque constituit permittere ut isti omnes integri conditi in peccatu 
laberentur, idque propterea ut quos conditurus erat ad salutem, servaret ex 
misericordia; quos vero ad exitium, punieret ex justitia: et denique consti- 
tuit ex lapsis illos quos ad salutem conditurus erat, eligere ad hoc, ut eos 
ex misericordia servaret: quos vero ad exitium, reprobare ad hoc ut eos 
ex justitia puniret: atque ita omnibus istis modis gloriam tum misericor- 
diae suae parcentis, tum justitiae punientis, tum vero imprimis potestatis 
suae summae patefaceret. Descriptionis hujus membra singula sic probo. 
Praedestinationem esse decretum Dei aternum, testatur apostolus Eph. 1 
v. 4 ubi dicit, Elegit nos in ipso antequam jacerentur fundamenta mundi. 
Deum constituisse homines condere ad diversos illos fines in descriptione 
indicatos, colligitur ea eo, quod eos ad illos condidit, teste apostolo Rom 
9 21222? ybi dicit: ... Quum ergo Deus homines ad diversos illos fines 
condiderit, consequens est, quod tales condere decreverit. Nam quicquid 
Deus agit in tempore, id ab aeterno decrevit agere, quippe quum ei nota 
sint ab aevo omnia opera ipsius Act. 15 ".!5, 


Deum decrevisse permittere ut homines integri conditi in peccatum labe- 
rentur, eodem modo ex eventu probatur: qui nimirum eos ita labi permisit. 
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Nisi enim permisisset, labi non potuissent. Porro Deum ideo permisisse ac 
permittere decrevisse hominum lapsum, ut quos ad salutem condiderat, ex 
miserconcordia servaret: quos vero ad exitium ex justitia puniret: planum 
est ex necessaria ipsarum rerum connexione quippe quum non nisi mise- 
ros ex misercordia servare: nec nisi peccatores ex justitia punire possit. 


Praeterea quod constituerit ex lapsis aliorum misereri, alios vere punire: 
tum ex ipso eventu, tum e testimoniis scripturae constat. Hinc enim est, 
quod alii nominantur vasa misericordiae, alii vasa irae Rom. 9 "?? 2. Item 
constat ex his dictis 1 Thess. 5 V? … Jud. "4 … 1. Petr. 2 ¥8 ... Quod 
autem Deus omnibus istis modis voluerit patefacere gloriam suae tum 
misericordiae: tum justitiae seu irae, tum denique summae potestatis: 
probatur his dictis Rom. 9 «5 ise 18. ,,, v21,,, v22,,, v23,,, 


Hisce ita demonstratis, reponsionem allatam sic concludo: Si Deus homi- 
num alios ab aterno decrevit servare ex misericordia, alios punire ex jus- 
titia: ergo homines tum servandos tum puniendos consideravit et ut non- 
dum conditos, et ut conditos integros, sed labi potentes, et denique ut lap- 
sos. Ratio: quia nisi tribus istio mediis intervenientibus ad fines illos per- 
venire non potuit: ut per se patet. Atqui verum est antecedens, ut supra 
est demonstratum. Verum igitur est et consequens: ac proinde homo est 
praedestinationis objectum triplici illo modo consideratus. Id quod erat 
demonstrandum.?® 


Spätestens mit diesem öffentlichen Schreiben sollte jedermann die Posi- 
tion Piscators offenkundig geworden sein. Zugleich spiegelt diese Posi- 
tionierung auch die offizielle Meinung der „Hohen Schule Herborn“ 
deutlich wieder. Eine theologische wie kirchenpolitische Klarstellung, die 
jedoch notwendig sein sollte. Nicht nur mit Blick auf die Arminianer in 
den Niederlanden. Sondern insbesondere auch deshalb, da es seit dem 
Jahr 1597 sogar selbst innerhalb des erweiterten Herborner Theologen- 
und Schülerkreises zu kritischen, teilweise heftig geführten Diskussio- 
nen über die Themen der Rechtfertigung und Prádestination gekommen 
war. Diese Diskussion, die von sich ehemals sehr nahe stehenden Perso- 
nen geführt wurde, griff Piscator nicht zuletzt deshalb entschlossen auf, 
da er um den guten Ruf der „Johannea“ fürchtete. Eine Debatte sollte 
sich für unser Thema dabei als besonders wichtig erweisen: nämlich die 
zwischen Piscator und seinem Schüler Conrad Vorstius. 


28 piscator, Tractatus de gratia Dei et responsio ad calumniam, Herborn 1614, 173-178; 
zitiert nach Bos, Johann Piscator, Beilage XIII, 254-255. 
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Conrad Vorstius,? geboren 1569 in Köln, nahm 1589 das Studium der 
Theologie in Herborn auf und zählte rasch zu Piscators begabtesten 
Schülern. Bereits 1594 wurde er in Heidelberg zum Doktor der Theologie 
promoviert und setzte seine Studien in Basel und Genf fort. Im Zentrum 
des Calvinismus wurde Vorstius von Beza ordiniert und ihm im Februar 
1586 eine Professur angeboten. Doch Vorstius zog es vor, an der Hohen 
Schule Bentheim in Steinfurt als Professor zu arbeiten und zeitweise als 
Prediger und Prinzenerzieher zu fungieren. 1610 erhielt er durch die 
Vermittlung des Remonstranten Johannes Wtenbogaert einen Ruf nach 
Leiden auf die durch den Tod von Jacobus Arminius freigewordene theo- 
logische Professur. Der kirchenpolitische Widerstand gegen seine Ernen- 
nung (erst am 21. Mai 1611 wurde Vorstius offiziell zum Theologieprofes- 
sor berufen und nahm im September 1611 seinen Lehrbetrieb auf) wuchs 
jedoch immer stárker an. Der des Arianismus und Sozianismus Beschul- 
digte wurde zu einem europäischen Politikum. Selbst König Jacob von 
England ließ Vorstius Schriften verbrennen und forderte dessen Entlas- 
sung.” 

Vorstius hielt diesem Druck nicht lange Stand. 1612 musste er—bei 
vollem Gehalt—auf die Ausübung seiner Professur verzichten. Bis zur 
Zusammenkunft der Synode in Dordrecht lebte Vorstius in Gouda. Die 
Synode schließlich verurteilte seine Ansichten scharf, am 4. Mai 1619 
wurde er daraufhin seiner Professur enthoben und der Niederlande ver- 
wiesen. Doch Vorstius hielt sich noch drei Jahre im Untergrund lebend in 
den Niederlanden auf. Remonstrantische Gemeinden boten ihm in der 
Nahe von Utrecht Zuflucht, bis er von Herzog Friedrich von Holstein, 
der Remonstranten Asyl anbot, als Prediger nach Friedrichstadt beru- 
fen wurde. Bereits kurz nach seinen Amtsantritt dort erkrankte Vorstius 
schwer und starb am 29. September 1622 in Tónning. 

Der berufliche Werdegang seines ehemaligen Schülers wurde von 
Piscator stets aufmerksam begleitet. Hielt er Vorstius anfangs wegen ihrer 
theologischen Verbundenheit für einen „geistigen Sohn‘, so bezeichnete 
er ihn Jahre später als seinen „entarteten Sohn, von dem er nichts als 
Elend erlebe.?! 


2 Erich Wennekeer, ‘Conrad Vorstius; in BBKL 13 (1998), 84-90. 
9? Bos, Johann Piscator, 211. 
31 Tbid., 208. 
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Die Entfremdung trat schleichend ein. Thesen, die Vorstius ab 1597 
in Disputationen vertrat, trübten dieses Verhältnis allmahlich. Vorstius 
vertrat öffentlich unter anderem die Überzeugung, dass der rechtferti- 
gende Glaube abhängig sei von den vorangehenden guten Werken. Die 
Briefwechsel zwischen Junius, Pareus, Tossanus und Piscator—in Gotha 
archiviert und bislang weitgehend unausgewertet—spiegeln die Unruhe, 
die Vorstius mit seinen Thesen im reformierten Lager auslóste. Insbe- 
sondere die Heidelberger Theologen waren über Vorstius empórt und 
verlangten seine Absetzung in der Grafschaft Bentheim. Nur auf Dran- 
gen des Grafen war Vorstius zum Nachgeben bereit. Am 10. August 1598 
schrieb er an Piscator: 


Ich habe, um Frieden und Einigkeit zu bewahren, meinem edlen Gra- 
fen versprochen, gerne jene Erórterungen zu unterlassen, und also nicht 
neugierig frage nach dem Grund der Notwendigkeit und des Genügens 
der Genugtuung Christi, sondern zufrieden sein will mit jener allgemei- 
nen Behauptung, die erklárt, Christi Genugtuung sei notwendig gewe- 
sen und halte allen Strafen die Waage, ja übersteige bei weitem alles, was 
wir wegen unserer Sünde verdient haben, und schließlich komme sie uns 
zugut, sobald wir den wahren Glauben besäßen (der nicht ohne den Erfolg 
der Frómmigkeit und nicht ohne Gottesfurcht und ernste Bekehrung zu 
Gott ist).*? 


Schließlich fand im September 1599 in der Heidelberger Fakultät eine 
Aussprache mit Vorstius statt, in deren Verlauf seine Theologie als recht- 
glaubig bezeichnet wurde. Die Korrespondenz zwischen Piscator und 
Vorstius wurde noch kurze Zeit, vermutlich bis ins Jahr 1602 hinein, 
fortgesetzt. Piscator konnte seine inhaltliche Skepsis Vorstius gegenüber 
nicht zurückstellen und hielt es für besser, zu seinem ehemaligen Schüler 
auf Distanz zu gehen.? 

1610 erschien in Steinfurt Vorstius „Tractatus theologicus de deo‘ 
eine Schrift, die den Streit wiedereróffnete. Piscator, der dieses Werk 
nicht kannte, erfuhr in den kommenden Monaten von verschiedenen 
Seiten, dass es stark von der Theologie des Arminius geprágt sei. Nach der 
Berufung des Vorstius verschárfte sich die Situation: Althusius bat am 20. 
Oktober 1611 Piscator um die Überlassung seiner früheren Korrespon- 
denzen mit Vorstius, um den Theologen in Franeker und Leeuwarden 


32 Ibid., 210. 
33 Ibid., 210. 
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argumentativ gegen Vorstius zur Seite stehen zu kónnen?'—ein Anlie- 
gen, das Piscator unterstützte, wie er Lubbertus gegenüber im Márz 1612 
bekráftigte. Auch Pareus und Fontanus beklagten sich bitterlich bei Pis- 
cator und drángten ihn, sich óffentlich gegen Vorstius zu wenden.” 
Nicht zuletzt aufgrund der scharfen kirchenpolitischen Diskussion in 
den Niederlanden nahm Piscator Vorstius’ Werk erstmals genauer zur 
Kenntnis. Am 18. März 1612 schrieb er privat als „alter treuer Lehrer“ an 
Vorstius und widersprach in einer kleinen Abhandlung seiner theologi- 
schen Haltung entschieden. Daraufhin reagierte Vorstius am 3. Juli 1612 
mit der Ankündigung, Piscators private Abhandlung mit einem Kom- 
mentar seinerseits veróffentlichen zu wollen. Piscator antwortet umge- 


hend: 


Obgleich ich meine Notizen zu Deinem "Tractatus de Deo' nicht in der 
Absicht geschrieben habe, sie zu veróffentlichen, sondern dass sie persón- 
lich dir, aber auch den Brüdern, denen ich eine Abschrift geschickt habe, 
dienten: weil Du aber mich in Kenntnis gesetzt hast, Du habest geplant, 
sie zusammen mit Deiner Antwort zu veróffentlichen, und da Du meine 
Zustimmung erbittest, wohlan, tue was Du beabsichtigst, und sende mir 
sofort, wenn die Schrift gedruckt ist, ein Exemplar, damit ich nach dem 
Lesen meine Pflicht zur Auslegung der himmlischen Wahrheit erfüllen 
kann. Denn die Kürze der Notizen erfordert, wenn sie veróffentlicht wer- 
den, schon an und für sich eine Erklárung. Ich hoffe, Gott werde mir zu 
dieser heiligen Absicht die nótigen Kráfte des Leibes und der Seele schen- 
ken. Darum bitte ich ihn auch flehentlich, während ich Dich seiner väter- 
lichen Führung empfehle.*° 


Daraufhin eróffnete Vorstius die literarische Auseinandersetzung mit 
Piscator, die bis ins Jahr 1618 reichen sollte.” Piscator beendete die jahre- 
lange Debatte 1618 mit seiner Moritz von Oranien gewidmeten , Respon- 
sio ad Conr. Vorstii amicam duplcationen‘, Vorstius harkte nochmals mit 
der ,,Plenior idea doctrinae Ioh. Piscatoris, de praedestinatione divina et 
capp. Annexis, Gouda 16185 einem scharfen Angriff auf die Prädestina- 
tionslehre Piscators, nach. 


34 Tbid., 211: Ob Piscator diese Briefe überlassen hatte, ist unklar. „Allerdings bezeugte 
er spáterhin seinen Beifall bei Lubbertus’ Auftreten gegen Vorstius (Piscator an Lubber- 
tus, 26. Marz 1612)“ 

35 Ibid., 212. 

36 Zitat in der Übertragung von Bos, ibid., 213. 

%7 piscator antwortete in mehreren umfangreichen Schriften auf die Angriffe von 
Vorstius: Ad Conradi Vorstii. Parasceven responsio apologetica in qua multa scripturae 
dicta ac imprimis ea, quae loquuntur de doctrinae praedestinationis, explicantur (Herborn, 
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Damit war der Kontakt zwischen diesen beiden Theologen endgültig 
beendet. Vorstius suchte noch in Briefen Mitglieder der Dordrechter 
Synode von der Verderblichkeit der Prádestinationslehre Piscators zu 
überzeugen, wurde zudem am Ende der Synode im Schlusswort der 
Remonstranten Piscator als „Manichäer“ bezeichnet.’ Doch vergebens 
— Piscator setzte sich letztlich mit seiner theologischen Argumentation 
gegenüber Vorstius kirchenpolitisch durch. 


FAZIT 


Auch wenn Piscator in Dordrecht persónlich nicht anwesend sein konnte 
—als Vertreter der ,Johannea" trat sein späterer Nachfolger Johann Hein- 
rich Alsted auf—so sind zwei Punkte mit Blick auf unser Thema beson- 
ders festzuhalten. 

Zum einen: Piscator leistete durch seine insbesondere in den Nieder- 
landen vielbeachtete publizistische Debatte mit Vorstius den orthodo- 
xen reformierten Theologen eine nicht zu unterschátzende theologische 
Unterstützung. Für die öffentliche Wirksamkeit und Beachtung von Pis- 
cator ist ein Votum des Festus Hommius, einem Prediger in Leiden, vom 
6. September 1614 charakteristisch: „Für eure Arbeit im Aufdecken und 
Widerlegen der Irrtümer des Vorstius sagen unsere Kirchen Euer Ehr- 
würden ihren tiefsten Dank und wünschen, dass Ihr bei diesem Eifer 
beharrt.“? 

Ein zweites: Das Wohlwollen, auf das Piscator innerhalb der refor- 
mierten Welt auch durch seine literarische Debatte mit Vorstius stieß, 
beschränkte sich jedoch nicht allein auf die niederländischen orthodoxen 
Theologen. Völlig einig war sich die Synode in der Ablehnung jegli- 
cher Formen eines Synergismus ohnehin. Doch Piscators Arbeiten tru- 
gen wesentlich mit dazu bei, dass die Synode, bei allen Meinungsver- 
schiedenheiten untereinander, auch eine einheitliche Sprachregelung in 
der umstrittenen Prädestinationsfrage finden konnte. Sein Kompromiss 
schlug eine Brücke zwischen Infra- und Supralapsarismus und ermög- 
lichte den Anhängern dieser Positionen auf der Synode ein gemeinsames 
Auftreten gegenüber den Remonstranten. 


1613); Notae ad Conr. Vorstii amicam collationem (Herborn, 1613); Tractatus de gratia Dei 
et responsio ad calumniam, qua ejus doctrina de praedestinantione traducitur (Herborn, 
1614); De praedestinatione (Herborn, 1618). 

38 Ibid., 217. 

3 Ibid., 217. 
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Diese Resonanz, die Piscator innerhalb der reformierten Kirchen fand, 
lag letztlich in seinem erfolgreichen Streben begründet, die „Johannea“ 
als eine der führenden reformierten Ausbildungsstátten in Europa zu eta- 
blieren und ganz in den Dienst der reformierten Orthodoxie stellen zu 
wollen. An diesem Punkt sollte sich das jahrelange Bemühen Piscators 
um das hóchste wissenschaftliche Niveau wie auch um die Niederschla- 
gung des Arminianismus miteinander eng verbinden. 


ARMINIUS REDIVIVUS? THE ARMINIAN 
INFLUENCE IN FRENCH SWITZERLAND AND AT THE 
BEGINNING OF THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 


MARIA-CRISTINA PITASSI 


Judging by the correspondence and official proceedings at the end of 
the seventeenth century and the beginning of the eighteenth, one would 
think that Arminianism was a dangerous gangrene infecting the body of 
the church in a number of Swiss cities. This assessment, not nearly shared 
by all, was made by ecclesiastical figures and authorities whose orthodoxy 
was beyond dispute. 


AN INQUEST IN BERN (1698) 


Thus the church at Bern, which never passed up an opportunity to warn 
against the threats of divergent philosophies and theologies, had not 
ceased to denounce the rise of a heterodoxy that was either implicitly or 
explicitly Arminian in its orientation. In 1698, Bern turned on a handful 
of students from the Academy of Lausanne! accused by the pastor of 
the German church in the city of propagating Arminian errors, and of 
openly holding to teachings that conflicted with the Consensus helveticus, 
which had been adopted in 1675 by the evangelical cantons to counter 
the teachings of the Saumur theologians Moise Amyraut, Louis Cappel 
and Josué de La Place? An official investigation followed with hearings 
in both Bern and Lausanne, and the Bern deputies also paid a visit to the 
Lausanne Academy. 


! The Pays de Vaud, that is: Lausanne and surrounding territories, had been under the 
control of Bern since 1536. The Academy of Lausanne therefore enjoyed only a limited 
autonomy, since Bern had the right of oversight on the teaching and recruitment of the 
professors. On the affair of 1698, cf. Henri Vuilleumieur, Histoire de l'Eglise réformée du 
Pays de Vaud sous le régime bernois (Lausanne, 1930), vol. III, 571-585. 

? Formula Consensus Ecclesiarum Helveticarum Reformatarum circa doctrinam de 
gratia universali et connexa aliaque nonnulla capita (s.l.n.d.). The Consensus addressed 
specifically the doctrines of hypothetical universalism, the non-imputation of Adam's sin, 
and the late date for the Masoretic vowels in the Hebrew text ofthe Bible. For its adoption 
in Switzerland and Geneva, cf. H. Vuilleumier, op. cit., especially vol. II. 
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The different sources from which we can reconstruct the affair that 
would agitate the capital of Vaud for a number of months give evidence 
ofa climate where any sign of intellectual autonomy was taken as proof of 
Arminian error. Yet these sources also allow us to identify more clearly 
the contested theological points, and the targets at which the authori- 
ties were aiming. Not surprisingly, the touchstone on which the thought 
of each and every theologian was sounded concerned predestination, 
free will, original sin, grace, the satisfaction of Christ and good works. 
When questioned, or rather denounced, by their colleagues, the defen- 
dants adopted similar strategies, either denying the charge of heterodoxy 
altogether, or else admitting certain doctrinal deviations from which they 
claimed—obviously—to have come back and now forcefully denied: 


It is true that I had made liberty consist in indifference as understood 
by the Arminians, but it is also true that after having carefully thought 
through the consequences that follow necessarily from this view for the 
issue of grace, and having recognized that it made man an animalin order 
to make him free, not only did I renounce this, but I did all I could to 
persuade those of my friends who had adopted this to renounce it as I 
had. 


Even if the students appear to have expressed doubts on predestination 
rather easily, whether by beginning with the caveat that they were only 
novices in theology’ or else appealing to writers whose orthodoxy was 
beyond question (e.g. Jacques Abbadie),° for the rest they were careful not 


3 “Tl est vrai que j'ai eu fait consister la liberté dans l'indifference au sens des Armini- 


ens, mais il est vrai aussi qu'après avoir bien pensé sur les conséquences quentraine 
nécessairement aprés soi ce sentiment sur la matiére de la grace et reconnu qu'il rendoit 
l'homme beste pour le faire libre, non seulement j'y ai renoncé, mais jai fait tout mon 
possible pour persuader celui de mes amis qui l'adoptoit à y renoncer aussi bien que moi" 
(Réponses aux dépositions qui ont été faites contre Arthaud, proposant in ‘Enquête au 
sujet de Daniel Crespin et des Etudiants accusés d'arminianisme lors de la (2e) Visitation 
académique en juillet 1698; ms. held at the Bibliothéque Cantonale Universitaire de 
Lausanne, Fonds Samson and Henri Vuilleumier IS 1930/ 4/3/5, 109. This manuscript is 
a copy made by Henri Vuilleumier of the original, 'Kirchen-und-Akademie Geschichte; 
vol. V, no pagination, held at the Archives cantonales vaudoises. Citations have been taken 
from Vuilleumier's copy). 

^ "Le sentiment de la grace universelle ou particulière ayant une grande liaison avec 
la doctrine de la prédestination, j'avoue que je ne suis pas sans difficulté sur ce dogme; 
mais je laisse au progrés de mes études à men tirer et aux lecons de Mess. les professeurs" 
(Ibidem, 109). 

5 “[...] je n'ai jamais puisé le sentiment où jai pu être que la prédestination nétoit pas 
contenue au ome des Romains dans aucun Arminien, mais dans Mr Abbadie, De la Vérité 
de la religion chrétienne, t. II, sect. 4, art. 9" (Déclaration sur les dépositions contre moi 
faites, par P.F. Bergier, ppt’ in ‘Enquête, ms cit., 105). 
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to ruffle the feathers of their orthodox examiners. They at most admit- 
ted having had copies of Episcopius, Courcelles, Limborch or Le Clerc in 
hand, claiming that this was necessary given the state of controversy and 
that they only followed the example of their teachers in this. With such 
claims, the net of the investigation was inevitably cast wider to include 
the professors themselves, in particular the rector Gabriel Bergier$ who 
was not reproached for questionable teaching or preaching, but for sus- 
pect intellectual ties which he shared with his students in recommend- 
ing to some of them that they read Arminian works, claiming that they 
were more clear than the Loci communes which were only "skeletons of 
theology" (squelettes de théologie), and even lending to one of them—a 
close relative—the works of Etienne de Courcelles, the Genevan theolo- 
gian who later became a professor at the Remonstrant Seminary in Ams- 
terdam. The main charges were therefore factual in nature, and Bergier 
could hardly deny them, given that multiple witnesses agreed that he had 
recommended the reading of Arminian literature, saying that it was more 
clear than the orthodox works, and that he had really given the de Cour- 
celles volumes to a student. In his defense, recorded in a declaration,’ 
Bergier could therefore not deny that he had done these things, but only 
justify them—which he did by offering the usual arguments such as that 
it was necessary for advanced students to know the arguments of their 
opponents well in order to refute them convincingly.* Whether it was 
the situation or Bergier’s actual conviction, his declaration at any rate 
contains no appreciation whatsoever for the Arminian theologians, even 
though the rector did establish a kind of hierarchy of heresy in which the 
Arminians come out as less far off the mark than were the Catholics or 
Socinians: 


But I did not just recommend the writings of heretics in general. I spoke 
specifically of those of the Arminians. That may be because I believe that 
one should begin with them, since they are less far removed from us than 
the Papists and Socinians, and that by beginning with them one continues 


ê Born in Lausanne in 1659, Bergier taught Hebrew at the Academy there from 1691 
to 1700, and was rector from 1696 to 1699. From 1700 onwards, he was pastor in the 
city of Lausanne, where he would die in 1736. For more biographical information, cf. 
Dictionnaire historique de la Suisse (Hauterive, 2002), vol. II, 169 (article by J.-F. Bergier). 

7 Déclaration du Professeur Bergier sur les Articles qui lui ont été proposés par la 
bouche du magnifique puissant et trés honoré Seigneur le Trésorier De Muralt chef de la 
Députation envoyée à Lausanne de la part de LL.EE. de Berne, Nos Souverains Seigneurs' 
in ‘Enquête, ms. cit., 119-125. 

8 Ibidem, 120. 
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to fortify oneself against the Papists, just like by reading the Papists one 
next fortifies oneself against the Socinians who are the most dangerous of 
all.? 


Bergier may indeed have declared publicly that Arminian theology was 
more clear than the orthodox theology, but he was neither the first nor 
the only one to have expressed such a conviction, and one must also 
remember that "clarity" (clarté) and "solidity" (solidité) are far from 
being synonymous, since "one can expound a true and solid doctrine 
obscurely” or “on the contrary, teach a false and erroneous doctrine with 
the greatest clarity and in a most intelligible manner"? Admittedly this 
last remark seems to have been made only to the investigators, since 
no witness had noted this distinction. However, there is nothing in the 
records that gives even the slightest hint of a penchant for Arminianism."! 

The measures recommended by the Bernese delegates at the conclu- 
sion of the inquest were relatively mild, which suggests that the defen- 
dant’s answers were considered convincing, or that the most moder- 
ate members of the delegation had succeeded in securing a mitigated 
response to avoid escalating tensions.'? As for the Arminian books, the 
investigators decided not to have them censured, although they did warn 
that their use should be most carefully regulated and limited, placed 
under the close supervision of the professors of the Academy. Neverthe- 


? “Mais je n'ai pas simplement conseillé les livres des hérétiques en général. J'ai parlé 
en particulier de ceux des Arminiens. Cela peut-étre parce que je croy que cest par eux 
que l'on doit commencer à cause qu'ils sont moins éloignés de nous que les Papistes et les 
Sociniens, et quen commengant par eux on continue à se fortifier contre les Papistes, de 
méme quen lisant les Papistes dans la suite on se fortifie contre les Sociniens qui sont les 
plus dangereux de tous" (Ibidem, 122). 

10 “On ajoute 2° que jay dit que les livres des Arminiens étoient clairs. Je ne suis pas 
seul qui le dise. Ceux qui les ont lus en disent autant. Mais leur clarté ne fait rien pour la 
solidité et pour la verité de la doctrine qu'ils contiennent. Car, comme on peut proposer 
obscurément une doctrine véritable et solide, on peut par contre enseigner avec une 
extreme clarté et d'une manière trés intelligible une doctrine fausse et erronée" (Ibidem, 
122). 

!! One of his accusers had nevertheless maintained the contrary, because he said that 
he had heard from Bergier’s cousin that Bergier “en lui baillant Courcelle, lui avoit dit 
que cette theologie nétoit pas une squelette de théologie comme celle quon manioit 
ordinairement; mais que celle-là étoit fort bonne" (‘Déposition de Joseph Pavilliard, 
proposant’ in Enquête, ms. cit., 13). 

12 The measures ranged from a complete and simple exoneration for some students to 
a one-year suspension for those identified as being most infected by heterodox teaching. 
As for the rector Bergier, although his good intentions were recognized, he was still urged 
to follow the general instructions. For more on these measures, cf. H. Vuilleumier, op. cit., 


especially 576-579. 
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less, it would be unwarranted to conclude that the winds were beginning 
to shift, and that Bern was adopting a softer stance. In fact, the very oppo- 
site was true; if anything, things were tightening up even more in these 
times. Not only did the Senate of Bern, one month after the inquest was 
closed, hasten to inform Lausanne of penalties even more severe than 
those threatened by the delegates, but the next year the Senate would 
go so far as to require all constituted bodies, laical and ecclesiastical, to 
swear “the Oath of association” (Serment dassociation).'* This oath was 
a new formula devised to bolster adherence to the Second Helvetic Con- 
fession in face of any and every teaching opposed to the "Sainte Religion 
Evangelique Reformée; particularly those “at present in vogue.” This is 
an interesting detail, given that while the German original identifies only 
Pietism as its polemical target, the French translation—which was meant 
to be distributed to the pastoral and academic corps in the Vaud region— 
added Socinianism and Arminianism, “considering that in that region 
there was more to fear from the side of Arminianism than of Pietism? 
and established even stricter terms for one’s adherence to orthodoxy.!^ 


JEAN-FRÉDÉRIC OSTERVALD: A CRYPTO-ARMINIAN? 


One who paid the price during these years of suspicion was Jean-Frédéric 
Ostervald, pastor and theologian of Neuchatel, who was at that time only 
at the beginning of along career that would soon see him propelled to the 
front ofthe European ecclesiastical scene as one ofthe representatives of a 
Calvinism that sought rejuvenation in the fields of liturgy and pastorate." 


13 Cf. H. Vuilleumier, op. cit., 580-581. 

14 Formulaire du Serment d'association, que prêtent tous ceux qui sont admis au St 
Ministére, comme aussi les professeurs et regens décole dans les villes du Pays de Vaud’ 
in Barthélemy Barnaud, Mémoires pour servir à l'histoire des troubles arrivés en Suisse, à 
loccasion du Consensus (Amsterdam, 1726), 39-41. 

15 Ibidem, 44. 

16 Sometwenty years later a new controversy, although ofa very different scope but still 
similar as to the core issues, would break out in the Pays de Vaud around the Consensus to 
which some students in theology had subscribed in 1715 to the extent that it agreed with 
Scripture. The faculty, accused by the Bern authorities and by a part of the Vaud pastoral 
corps of favoring heterodoxy, undertook a battle which now extended far beyond the 
Swiss borders so that other Protestant states, including England and Prussia, intervened 
multiple times in its defense. In spite of the international support, the Academy had to 
accede to the Bern demands in 1722. Cf. B. Barnaud, op. cit; H. Vuilleumier, op.cit., 
especially vol. III, 632-717. 

7 Born in Neuchátel in 1663, Ostervald pursued studies first in Zurich, then in 
France, and finally in Geneva, where he studied under Louis Tronchin with whom he 
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Within a span of three years, Ostervald published the two works that 
would contribute to establishing his reputation as a leading theologian. 
The Traité des sources de la corruption qui régne aujourd'hui parmi les 
Chrétiens (1700)? and the Catéchisme (1702)?? from the outset garnered 
interest also beyond the Swiss borders, as proved by the numerous trans- 
lations and editions which soon appeared.?? However, these works also 
did not fail to escape the notice of Bern, from where a number of private 
and official initiatives originated to denounce the grave doctrinal errors 
of these works, and to prevent their spread that threatened— especially 
in the case of the Catéchisme—to contaminate the other churches. This 
is not the place to retrace these events, nor to consider in detail the argu- 
ments and strategies employed by the different parties. Suffice it to say 
that at the heart of the Bernese accusations lay the charge of Arminian- 
ism, and that the way Ostervald responded was most interesting. 

As might be expected, just as in the earlier case surrounding the Lau- 
sanne Academy, general denunciations were made, which stigmatized 
all the pastors of Neuchatel as a bunch of Arminians who promoted the 
spread of heresy by encouraging their students to read heterodox works.?! 


would maintain a very regular correspondence which ended only with the latter's death 
in 1705. Ostervald was made pastor in 1699 after having exercised the ministry in 
the capacity of a deacon. In 1701 he was made a member of the Society for Promot- 
ing Christian Knowledge. Very active in ecclesiastical reform, he was one of the main 
promoters of the liturgical and pastoral renewal. He died in Neuchátel in 1747. For 
more on Ostervald, cf. R. Grétillat, Jean-Frédéric Ostervald 1663-1747 (Neuchatel, 1904); 
Rudof Dellsperger, ‘Der Beitrag der "vernünftigen Orthodoxie” zur innerprotestantis- 
chen Oekumene. Samuel Werenfels, Jean-Frédéric Ostervald und Jean- Alphonse Turret- 
tini als Unionstheologen in Heinz Duchhardt and Gerhard May (ed.), Union-Konversion- 
Toleranz. Dimensionen der Annäherung zwischen den christlichen Konfessionen im 17. und 
18. Jh. (Mainz / Rhein, 2000), 289-300; Pierre Barthel, Jean-Frédéric Ostervald l'Européen 
1663-1747. Novateur neuchátelois (Geneva, 2001). 

15 The work was published in Amsterdam by H. Desbordes in 1700, and in Neuchatel 
by J. Pistor. Mention is often made of a first Dutch edition published in 1699, but I have 
never found any trace of it in the Dutch catalogues. 

1? Catéchisme ou instruction dans la religion chrestienne (Geneva, 1702, and Neuchátel, 
1702). The quotations that follow are taken from the Neuchatel edition from 1747. 

20 The Traité des sources was translated into English (1700), German (1713), Danish 
(1741) and Hungarian (1748). The Catéchisme was translated into English (1704), Ger- 
man (1706), Dutch (1716), Arabic (1730), Italian (1754) and Hungarian (1795). 

21 *[...] on y dit [sc. à Berne] que nous sommes tous Arminiens et pis encore; quon 
nous y accuse de faire lire Limborch à nos proposans (et cependant etant Doyen je fis faire 
un reglement par lequel il est deffendu aux proposans qui commencent leurs etudes en 
Theologie de lire les livres des autres Communions et en particulier Limborch)" (Letter 
from J.-F. Ostervald to Louis Tronchin, Neuchátel, 28.10.1702, ms. held at the Biblio- 
thèque de Genève [BGE in subsequent references], Archives Tronchin 51, f. 264°°). 
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Just as in the affair of 1698, the circulation of suspect works was in itself 
considered firm proof of doctrinal deviation, and just the rumor of circu- 
lating such works seems to have sufficed as proof. However, in the present 
controversy the Bern authorities had something more solid to shore up 
their accusations. This time it was in the works themselves that they 
thought to see signs of heterodoxy, especially in the form of departure 
from the Second Helvetic Confession on such articles as faith, assurance 
and justification, which led a number of them to declare that the Traité 
des sources was “pure Arminianisn (pur arminianisme).” This was, to 
be sure, a crude assessment and represented more a personal opinion 
than an institutional stance. All the same, it did amplify and radical- 
ize the reservations? which would be confirmed by the reading of the 
Catéchisme, a work that was by its very nature more dangerous because it 
was intended for education, and therefore for a wide distribution. The 
Catéchisme was accused of expounding a rationalism that was not far 
from the Socinians, but which the Arminians themselves would not have 
disavowed,” and of being rather ambiguous on a number of doctrines, 
particularly original sin and justification, which so happened to be the 


22 “M. Leeman de Berne, a escrit en Suisse que mon ouvrage contient le pur Armini- 


anisme; mais on luy a repondu d'une maniere qui ne luy aura pas agréé" (Letter from J.- 
F. Ostervald to Louis Tronchin, Neuchâtel, 6.7.1700, Archives Tronchin 51, f. 124'°). The 
same Samuel Leeman referred to by Ostervald had several months earlier written to Jean- 
Alphonse Turrettini about the different deviations— Arminian, Socinian and Pietist— 
and how they related to Lutheranism, emphasizing the distance separating Lutheranism, 
which had little to do with the Pelagian and Semi-Pelagian errors, and Arminianism. Cf. 
letter from S. Leeman to J.-A. Turrettini, Bern, 18/28.1.1700, ms. held at the BGE, Ms 
fr. 487, f. 330-331. 

? In May 1700, Ostervald sent Tronchin a translation of the censure originally com- 
posed in German, adding his own reflections in the left column (cf. letter to L. Tronchin, 
Neuchâtel, 15.5.1700, f. 112?-v?). The censure addressed especially the Traités view of 
faith and good works. Its conclusion reads as follows: “De ces Extraits qui ont eté tirez 
pour Echantillon, il resulte clairement, que la Doctrine posée par [Autheur du Traité 
tend à diminuer l'honneur de la grace de Dieu, et à empescher la consolation du pau- 
ver pécheur” (Ibid., f. 112°, right column). On the orthodox reactions to the Traité des 
sources, and especially the censure of the Bern theologian Johann Rudolf Rudolf, cf. 
P. Barthel, op. cit., 351-355; 373-374. Barthel's work, although based on an impressive 
range of manuscript material, is rather disorganized and as a whole lacks both clarity and 
accuracy. 

4 “Mr R[udolf?] a écrit depuis peu à Mr Suicer de Zurich qui mest fort contraire. 
Ajunt, cest ce quon mécrit, libr[um] tuum à racoviano collectum, generalibus [??] def- 
initionibus refertum, quas etiam Arminiani admittant; rationem poni pro fundamento, 
nihil debere credi quan quod ratio captat etc.” (Letter from J.-F. Ostervald to L. Tronchin, 
Neuchâtel, 13.1.1703, Archives Tronchin 52, f. 4?). 
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same ones contested or questioned by the Arminians.? As such, it gave 
the Bernese authorities the longed-for opportunity to reaffirm their self- 
appointed role as defenders of orthodoxy, and to pressure the author to 
state his views openly and to agree to conform to the official doctrine so 
that the work would not become a weapon in the hands of the Arminians 
and other heterodox parties.” 

Most significant about the attacks from Bern is, on the one hand, 
the fact that Arminianism continued to be seen as a considerable threat 
that had to be neutralized while unremittingly reaffirming the necessity 
to conform in the slightest details with the orthodox doctrine, and, on 
the other hand, that the sensitive theological issues pertained to the 
relation of faith and reason, and the human role in salvation. Ostervald 
knew that, for the Bernese theologians, the controverted points were real 
issues. For them, doctrines such as the imputation of Adams sin and the 
imputation of Christ's active obedience were of fundamental importance, 
while for Ostervald they were nothing but “trifles” (bagatelles).?" He knew 
full well that in stating that good works are "absolutely necessary for 


25 *[...] quaedam Religionis Christianae dogmata, quae ab Arminius hodie vel negan- 
tur, vel in dubium revocantur, hic etiam omissa sunt. [...] Inter omissa numeramus 
dogma de totali hominis corruptione, propter peccatum Originale, et summa ejus ad 
bonum adunamía. De summa gratia regenerantis et convertentis necessitate et efficacia. 
De dono fidei et perseverantiae. De imputatione justitiae Christi. De unione fidelium 
cum Christo, et inde pendente Communione beneficiorum ejus. De energeía fidei in stu- 
dio bonorum Operum. Item quod loquens de requisitis Precum Christianorum conditio, 
non meminerit his catechismus necessitatis precandi in nomine Christi, neque interces- 
sionis ejus" (‘Censura bernensis’ in Jacques-Georges Chauffepié, Nouveau dictionnaire 
historique et critique pour servir de supplement ou de continuation au Dictionnaire his- 
torique et critique de Mr Pierre Bayle, Amsterdam/ La Haye, 1753, vol. III, art. 'Ostervald; 
99-100). The Censura bernensis of the Catéchisme was written by the professor Samuel 
Leeman, most probably with the collaboration of his colleague Rudolf. 

?$ The censure did not actually go so far as to accuse Ostervald directly of Arminian- 
ism: "Haec sunt, quae in novo Catechismo observanda censuimus [...] talia sunt, quae 
quamvis ab ea vel auctorum vel approbatores arminianismi accusare nolimus, non sine 
periculo tamen a nobis vel admitti vel probari, quippe quibus dogmata sua cum tempore 
tueri possunt Arminiani, et surrepentes Novatores alii" (Ibidem, 100). Cf. also letter from 
J.-F. Ostervald to L. Tronchin, Neuchâtel, 28.4.1703, Archives Tronchin 52, f. 33'°. For 
more on the reactions of Bern, cf. Alexander Schweizer, Die Protestantischen Centraldog- 
men in ihrer Entwicklung innerhalb der Reformierten Kirche (Zürich, 1856), vol. IL 767; 
H. Vuilleumier, op. cit., vol. III, 598-603; P. Barthel, op. cit., 355-358. 

77 *...] je ne les satisferai, parce que je regarde ces Articles co[mme] des bagatelles, 
et eux les regardent comme des points fondamentaux; par ex., Pimputa[t]ion du péché 
d’Adam, et l'imputa[t]ion de la justice active de J. Christ" (Letter from J.-F. Ostervald to 
L. Tronchin, Neuchatel, 28.4.1703, ms cit. f. 33°°). 
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salvation, and that it is impossible to obtain it if one neglects them,””® he 
was distancing himself from the Second Helvetic Confession, especially 
because he emphasized the importance of good works outside of the 
explicit context of sanctification. He also knew full well that in writing 
that original sin is "an evil disposition" (une mauvaise disposition) with 
which we are all born and that its effects were "the miseries of this 
life, and especially death" (les miséres de cette vie, et principalement la 
Mort),? he was promoting a view of the fall that distanced itself from 
the Augustinian tradition.” Was he then a crypto-Arminian, as the Bern 
authorities seemed implicitly to charge? If one understands by this that he 
held to some Arminian convictions—and one must further specify what 
kind of “Arminianism” one is speaking of—without being able to express 
them overtly for obvious reasons, it seems to me that the answer is a ^no? 
Not only do we lack the indications which would allow us to suppose 
secret tendencies that he might have cultivated without daring to take 
that step of professing them openly, but what is more, there is evidence— 
all the more credible given that it is found in his private documents— 
that illustrates his reserve with respect to at least certain Arminians who 
"should not be followed in everything”?! 

Like many theologians of his generation, Ostervald was suspicious 
of any conception of theology as a system, and claimed the right to 
reread the Reformed tradition liberally and to distance himself from it 
wherever it had taken a wrong turn, such as in its overly negative view of 
human nature which in the end provided fodder for the libertines. The 
undeniable proximity of some of his positions to those of Arminianism 
was therefore less a matter of a support to the Arminian tradition than 
a change in attitude towards his orthodox heritage, which from that 


28 J.-F, Ostervald, Catéchisme, cit., Ilii, p. 74: “sont absolument nécessaires pour le 
Salut, et qu'il est impossible de l'obtenir si on les néglige” 

29 Ibid., LLii, 38. 

3° While reproaching a correspondent for having overly praised Augustine in one 
of his works, Ostervald continues: “[...] depuis les Apotres on a ignoré dans l'Eglise 
Grecque et mesme dans la Latine le systeme Augustinien, jusques à celuy qui l'a inventé; et 
qui l'avoit apporté [...] dela doctrine des Manichéens. Il n'auroit pas fallu peut etre le dire 
si cruement, mais cela nauroit rien gaté" (Letter from J.-F. Ostervald to Jean- Alphonse 
Turrettini, 20.8.1707, ms held at the BGE, Ms fr. 489, f. 206"?). 

31 *[...] les sentimens de Limborch et de M. Le Clerc ne doivent pas estre suivis 
en tout. Je ne vous cache pas que je trouve ce dernier terriblement hardi dans les 
Interpretations qu'il donne de l'Ecriture. [...] Je ne dis pas qu'il favorise extremement 
les Sociniens, la chose parle delle mesme” (Letter from J.-F. Ostervald to J.-A. Turrettini, 
20.6.1711, Ms fr. 489, f. 344°). 
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point on became subject of an unabashed critique which also redrew the 
polemical boundaries. The Arminians continued to be the “others,” but 
they were still “others” from whom one could take inspiration without 
necessarily embracing the whole of their theology, and whom one could 
criticize without anathematizing them. 

But Ostervald certainly was not the only one to keep himself at some 
distance from the orthodox tradition. His Catéchisme had received the 
official approbation of his colleagues at Neuchatel who declared on 5 July 
1702, that "the work does not contain anything that does not fully con- 
form to the Word of God, and to the holy doctrine that is taught in our 
churches;?? and who, having judged it perfectly adapted for the ped- 
agogical use for which it was intended, not only permitted but in fact 
ordered its publication, and encouraged the pastors of the region to use 
it in the private catechism lessons for those seeking admission to com- 
munion, in order to improve their knowledge of the Catechism used at 
Neuchâtel.” And, one must remember, the work had first been published 
in Geneva, where Ostervald's two correspondents Louis Tronchin?* and 


32 Approbation in J.-F. Ostervald, Catéchisme, cit., [xx]: "LOuvrage ne contient rien 
qui ne soit trés conforme à la Parole de Dieu, et à la sainte Doctrine qui est enseignée dans 
nos Eglises"; the approbation, signed by the vice dean, Bernard Gélieu, and the secretary 
of the Company of Pastors, Daniel Sandoz, is reproduced in successive editions of the 
Catéchisme. 

33 “Nous l'avons jugé trés propre pour l'Instruction de la jeunesse, et méme pour 
donner aux Chrétiens adultes une idée juste et claire des Vérités et des devoirs de la 
religion, qui sont traités dans ce Catéchisme d'une maniére trés solide et propre à inspirer 
des sentimens de Pieté et de Dévotion. C'est pourquoy nous avons arrêté, de remercier 
l'Auteur de son travail, de permettre non seulement, mais méme dordonner l'impression 
de cet Ouvrage, et dexhorter les pasteurs de cet Etat de sen servir, dans les Instructions 
particuliéres qu'ils donnent aux Catechuménes qui se présentent pour étre recus à la 
Communion, afin de leur donner une plus claire intelligennce du Catéchisme qui est 
expliqué publiquement dans nos Eglises" (Ibidem). 

34 Louis Tronchin (1629-1705), from Geneva, had been one of Moise Amyraut’s 
students at Saumur in 1651, and served as pastor in Lyon from 1654 to 1661 when 
he was elected to one of the chairs in theology at the Genevan Academy. He held 
this position until his death. Although broadly orthodox in his theology, Tronchin 
was influenced by Cartesianism and the Saumur theology, and unsuccessfully fought 
against the adoption of the Consensus in Geneva which his opponent, François Turrettini, 
eventually managed to have set in place in 1678. He maintained a regular correspondence 
with Ostervald, who had been one of his students and who would consider him as 
his spiritual father. For Tronchin, cf. Walter Rex, "Pierre Bayle, Louis Tronchin et la 
question des Donatistes. Étude d'un document inédit du XVIIe siécle Bulletin de la 
Société de l'histoire du protestantisme français, 105, 1953, 25-51; Martin I. Klauber, 
‘Reason, Revelation and Cartesianism: Louis Tronchin and Enlightened Orthodoxy in 
Late Seventeenth-Century Geneva; Church History, 59, 1990, 326-339; Olivier Fatio, 
‘Les discours politiques du pasteur Louis Tronchin’ in B. Roth-Lochner et al. (ed.), Des 
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Jean-Alphonse Turrettini,® professors of theology and church history 
respectively, had not only contributed to its printing with their earlier 
comments, but also approved it officially in the laudatory terms for which 
Ostervald was to thank them.?6 It is true that for a number of years already 
the Genevan Republic, which had earlier played an exemplary role in 
defending the orthodox heritage, was no longer the scent of sanctity for 
its neighbors. 


GENEVA: DEPARTING FROM THE PATH OF RIGID ORTHODOXY 


Repeated accusations had been made during the Bernese inquest of 1698, 
when direct accusations were made on Geneva’ role in spreading hetero- 
doxy among the Lausanne students, even stating that it came in the first 
place “from Geneva, where one produces these new opinions publicly 


archives à la mémoire: mélanges d'histoire politique, religieuse et sociale offerts à Louis Binz 
(Genève, 1995), 81-112; id., Prêcher à Genève en 1669’ in M. Magdelaine et al. (ed.), De 
l'humanisme aux Lumières (Paris / Oxford, 1996), 149-155. 

35 Born in Geneva in 1671, Turrettini distinguished himself in his studies at the 
Genevan Academy before embarking on a peregrinatio studiorum which took him 
through Holland, England and France from 1691 to 1693. On his return to Geneva, he 
was ordained in 1694 and served as pastor for a number of years. In 1697 he was appointed 
professor of church history, and in 1705 of theology as well, and throughout his life main- 
tained a vigorous and regular correspondence with hundreds of people including such 
illustrious figures as Gilbert Burnet, Fontenelle, Jean Barberyrac, Jean Le Clerc, Leibniz 
and William Wake. He died in Geneva in 1737. For Turrettini, see Michael Heyd, “Un rôle 
nouveau pour la science: Jean- Alphonse Turrettini et les débuts de la théologie naturelle à 
Genève in Revue de théologie et de philosophie, 112, 1980, 25-42; Maria-Cristina Pitassi, 
"Tapologétique raisonnable de Jean- Alphonse Turrettini' in M.-C. Pitassi (ed.), Apologé- 
tique 1680-1740: sauvetage ou naufrage de la théologie? (Geneva, 1991), 99-118; Mar- 
tin I. Klauber, Between Reformed Scholasticism and Pan-Protestantism. Jean- Alphonse 
Turrettini (1671-1737) and Enlightened Orthodoxy at the Academy of Geneva (Selingrove, 
London and Toronto, 1994); M.-C. Pitassi, ‘De la controverse anti-romaine à la théologie 
naturelle: parcours anti-sceptiques de Jean-Alphonse Turrettini’ in G. Paganini (ed.), The 
Return of Scepticism from Hobbes and Descartes to Bayle (Leiden, 2003), 431-447; eadem 
(with the colloboration of L. Vial-Bergon, P.-O. Léchot and E.-O. Lochard), Inventaire 
critique de la correspondance de Jean-Alphonse Turrettini (Paris, 2009), 6 vol. 

36 “Je ne saurois assez vous remercier de tout ce que vous avez fait pour moy au sujet de 
mon Catechisme, et de la protection que Vous et M" Tronchin avez bien voulu accorder 
à cet Ouvrage. Jay vu votre Approbation; elle mest trop avantageuse, cependant je crois 
que vous me permettrez bien de la montrer en cas que cela füt necessaire pour fermer 
la bouche à certains gens qui sont fort incredules” (Letter from J.-E Ostervald to J.- 
A. Turrettini, Neuchatel, 13.12.1702, Ms fr. 489, £.39'°). “Je vous envoye mon Catéchisme 
en Anglois. Vous entendez cette langue, vous voulez du bien à l'Autheur de ce petit 
ouvrage, vous en avez procuré l'impression dans votre Ville" (Letter from J.-F. Ostervald 
to J.-A. Turrettini, 26.9.1704, Ms fr. 489, f. 68'°). 
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without danger" (de Genève, où on débite publiquement sans danger ces 
nouvelles opinions)?" and that the students from Lausanne who were at 
the Academy were “being spoiled by it" (sy gatoient).?? These rumblings 
appear to find confirmation in the register of the Company of Pastors 
which in April 1698 noted concerns with respect to certain theological 
students in the city who had apparently evidenced heterodox views on 
the Trinity and the divinity of Christ. Nevertheless, the Genevan pastors 
decided in this situation, "so as not to cause too great a commotion" (ne 
pas faire un trop grand éclat),” not to pursue the chief suspect whose 
identity was apparently known to them, when it refused several months 
later to subscribe to a proposal from one of its members to require from 
the students a profession of the orthodox faith together with an explicit 
disavowal of all novel ideas.*° This affair, which seems to have involved 
suspected cases of Antitrinitarianism rather than Arminianism, at any 
rate did not prove to be a lasting concern judging from the silence of the 
following registers. Is this a sign that the majority of the pastoral corps 
from then on held to a more tolerant theology, and was less inclined to 
pursue any and every doctrinal deviation? That can hardly have been the 
case, given that at the end of the seventeenth century things were far 
from being settled, and that the city was sharply divided into defenders of 
orthodoxy and partisans ofa theology construed outside of the scholastic 
schemas.*! Nevertheless, it is true that the latter group would obtain an 
unexpected victory in 1706, only a few months after Tronchins death, 
when required subscription to the Consensus was abolished, and that 
the first two decades of the eighteenth century saw a succession of other 
Reformed ecclesiastics who consolidated the image of a church that was 


?/ *Déposition de Daniel Aubert, régent au Collége de Lausanne’ in 'Enquéte; ms cit., 
26. 

38 "[...] le soussigné a été adverty que la doctrine se corrompoit à Genève et et que 
nos Proposants s'y gatoient” (Déposition du pasteur Merlat’ in ‘Enquête; ms cit., 47). 

39 ‘Registres de la Compagnie des pasteurs; 1.4.1698, ms held at the Archives d'Etat de 
Genève, Cp Past R 17, f. 465. The registers note that the leader was known, yet they do 
not explicitly identify him. 

0 Ibidem, f. 491. “Joubliois de vous dire [...] que l'on mecrit de Berne et de Basle, 
que les Professeurs de Berne temoignent assez ouvertement que ceux de Geneve ne sont 
pas hors de soubgon, et qu'ils les rendent suspects à leurs Estudians” (Letter from J.- 
F. Ostervald to L. Tronchin, Neufchastel, 25.5.1700, Archives Tronchin 51, f. 116'°). 

^! Cf. M.-C. Pitassi, De "Orthodoxie aux Lumières. Genève 1670-1737 (Geneva, 1992), 
especially 21-32; eadem, ‘De lexemplarite au soupçon: l'Eglise genevoise entre la fin du 
XVII siècle et le début du XVIII” in Wolfgang Kaiser, Claudius Sieber-Lehmann and 
Christian Windler (ed.), Eidgenössische ‘Grenzfiille’: Mülhausen und Genf/ En marge de la 
Confédération: Mulhouse et Genève (Basel, 2001), 273-292. 
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in the process of departing from the path of rigid orthodoxy, a process 
which masked the conflicts that continued to take place and set the two 
camps over against each other at least until the most conservative the- 
ologians like Bénédict Calandrini and Bénédict Pictet disappeared from 
the scene in the early 1720s. 

That Geneva was headed towards a secularization of its Academy in 
1702 by limiting the prerogatives of the pastoral corps in the supervision 
of the institution; that in 1707 it authorized Lutheran worship services; 
that in 1711 it reduced the number of weekly sermons and introduced 
new prayers which one who professed the natural religion would not 
have disavowed; that it emended the text of the liturgy of baptism and 
the confession of sins in 1724 by softening the allusions to original sin 
and the corruption of the human nature—all of that was more than 
enough to fuel the suspicions of those who already regarded the city 
as a "nest of heresy" (nid de l'heresie). But in 1698 the reforming tide 
had not yet hit, and the pendulum of power had not yet swung over 
but remained more on the conservative side. As a result, it is difficult 
to determine what could have unleashed the suspicions, and even more 
difficult to determine the contours of the supposed heterodoxy. During 
the Lausanne inquest, suspicions were directed against three Genevans, 
but it is difficult to gauge how much influence they really had on the 
students. These were the refugee Jacques Ingrand, a jurist in his own state 
who was well connected with the city's aristocracy, but nevertheless an 
outsider at the Academy; a councillor, Jean-Robert Chouet, an academic 
of European repute who had nevertheless abandoned his academic career 
already in 1686, and who was further a philosopher and had always kept 
himself from interfering in theology; and finally, a professor of theology, 
Antoine Léger, the only one ofthe suspects who was directly connected to 
the students, but who would not receive a chair in theology until 1709.” 


2 “Le soussigné, sur cet avis, a interrogé M. Polier, proposant venu de Genéve depuis 


peu. Lequel luy a confirmé la chose et luy a nommé [...] qques gens de Genéve quon 
disoit étre fort gátés. Là dessus le soussigné a écrit à Mr Pictet, Prof. en Théologie, qui 
lui a avoüé, par sa réponse, que les bruits de qques erreurs sont répandus à Genéve, mais 
que [on ne pourroit en découvrir les auteurs; chacun des soupçonnés niant hautement le 
fait. Sur cela le soussigné a indiqué à Mr Pictet qques personnes dont les noms lui sont 
echappés parce qu'il ne les connoit point, et d'autres dont les noms luy sont demeurés 
dans la mémoire parce qu'il les connoit. Ces derniers sont Mr le Conseiller Choüet, Mr 
Ingrand refugié, et Mr Léger, ministre et professeur en Philosophie quon taxe de pencher 
à l'Arminianisme; le 1er sans auteur certain; le 2e par les justes soupçons du soussigné par 
les lettres reçues de luy; le 3e par le rapport du Sr Berger, recteur et gendre du soussigné” 
(‘Déposition du pasteur Merlat; ms cit., f. 47). 
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Several years later, when the moderated profile of Genevan Calvinism 
was clearly defined in spite of internal opposition, accusations would 
again arise, this time more precise in content and with a definite target. 
These surrounded Jean- Alphonse Turrettini, and rightly so, one would 
be tempted to say, since he was without doubt the most significant figure 
of the Genevan church in the first half of the eighteenth century, the 
mainspring behind numerous reforms undertaken there, the respected 
and esteemed interlocutor of academics and political figures from all over 
Europe. In spite of a heritage which made him an unlikely candidate as a 
reformer,? Turrettini soon embarked on the path of renewal, convinced 
that the rigid dogmatic positions which had for example been expressed 
in the Consensus or certain liturgical forms constituted major obstacles 
to the reunification of Protestantism for which he would work his entire 
life.^ But these efforts, which earned him the respect and friendship of 
such renowned church leaders as Gilbert Burnet, bishop of Salisbury, 
and William Wake, archbishop of Canterbury, would also contribute to 
his doctrinally-suspect reputation. His correspondence suggests that this 
reputation developed very early on, even before he was elected to the 
chair of theology, ? and would only grow over time: 


The heterodoxy of which you are being accused in Holland consists in a 
secret penchant for Arminianism. To be accused of it, one need not have 
said something contrary to the received ideas, but it suffices not to show 
enough fervor to defend them, and to show, as you have done in different 


^5 Both Jean-Alphonse's grandfather Bénédict (1588-1631) and his father Francois 
(1623-1687) had been orthodox theologians who sided with the positions of the Synod 
of Dordrecht where Bénédict had even attended as one ofthe delegates from the Genevan 
church. Francois, whose early death prevented him from having a real influence on 
his only son, had been (as noted above) one of the theologians behind the Consensus 
helveticus that he managed to have accepted in Geneva after years of conflict with the 
more moderate wing led by Louis Tronchin. 

“4 Cf. e.g. what he writes to Jean Le Clerc in 1725: “Je ne me laisse point d'écrire en 
Angleterre, à Berlin, et ailleurs que, si nous voulons que les Lutheriens sadoucissent, nous 
devons nous-mémes nous adoucir, sur des matieres aussi sublimes et aussi obscures, que 
le sont celles de la Predestination et de la Grace" (Letter from J.-A. Turrettini to J. Le 
Clerc, Geneva, 28.4.1725 in Epistolario di Jean Le Clerc, M. and M.G. Sina ed. [Firenze, 
1987-1997], vol. IV, 300). 

^ See the letter from Thomas Gautier to J.-A. Turrettini, Marbourg, 21.10.1703, ms 
held at the BGE, Ms fr. 487, f. 138-139. While considering Turrettini orthodox and 
praising him for that, Gautier nevertheless referred to the rumors that Turrettini had 
leanings for "les noubeautez qui ont divisé les Eglises des Pais Bas et qui divisent celles 
d'Anglet[err]e" (f. 138'°). 
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places, great love for truth and charity, while your accusers, persuaded 
that truth as a whole is found in their system, regard those who urge that 
it be sought with care as people who want to drive men to truths other 
than those of the conventional system [...] I do not doubt that letters of 
complaint to this effect have been sent to them from Geneva [...] the evil 
beginning to win bit-by-bit in Geneva.* 


Written in 1711 by Jean-Alphonses close relative and former student, 
Samuel Turrettini, during the latter's peregrinatio studiorum," these lines 
are significant for a number of reasons. In the first place, they give a 
name to the supposed deviation of the Genevan professor; the evil which 
infected him, at least according to the prevailing opinion in Holland, 
was Arminianism for which he was said to have cultivated a secret but 
undeniable sympathy.? However, in the second place, these lines also 


4 “T’Heterodoxie dont on vous accuse en Hollande consiste dans un secret penchant 


à l'Arminianisme. Il nest pas nécessaire d'avoir dit quelque chose de contraire aux idées 
recués pour en étre soupconné, il suffit pour cela de ne pas faire paroitre assez de chaleur 
pour les deffendre, et de témoigner comme vous avez fait en divers endroits beaucoup 
d'amour pour la vérité et pour la charité, les Personnes dont il sagit, persuadées que 
la vérité est toute trouvée dans leur systheme, regardent ceux qui recommandent de la 
chercher avec soin comme des gens qui veulent conduire les hom[m]es à d'autres vérités 
quà celles du systheme ordinaire [...] Je ne doute pas quon ne leurs [sic] ait écrit de 
Geneve diverses lettres de plainte à cet égard [...] le mal commencant de gagner peu à peu 
à Geneve" (Letter from Samuel Turrettini to J.-A. Turrettini, Cambridge, 12/23.9.1711, 
ms held in Geneva in the private archives of the Fondation Turrettini, 1/ Gd.T.21, non- 
foliated leaves). 

47 Samuel Turrettini (1688-1727) was not only Jean-Alphonse’s cousin, but also a 
favorite student who became his colleague from 1718 until his premature death in 1727, 
which deprived the latter of the one he considered his spiritual descendant. During his 
peregrinatio studiorum, Samuel became acquainted with Jean Le Clerc to whom his cousin 
had introduced him, describing his cousin as a man who has “une estime infinie pour 
vous et il doit à vos ouvrages tout ce qu'il a aquis de lumieres jusqu'ici" (Letter from J.- 
A. Turrettini to J. Le Clerc, Geneva, 5.5.1711 in Epistolario, cit., vol. III, 349). 

48 According to Samuel, it was rumored in the French churches established in England 
that the city had Socinian sympathies: "J'ai appris a mon retour, de Mr De Vendargues que 
plusieurs Ministres lui avoient témoigné avec chagrin, qu'ils apprenoient quon sécartoit à 
Genève dela bonne Orthodoxie, que cela alloit méme jusqu'au socinianisme; Mr Rival ma 
appris la méme chose, il m'a dit que nous nétions pas en fort bonne odeur parmi quelques 
uns de leurs Ministres, quon assuroit que nous panchions à Geneve au socinianisme" 
(Letter from S. Turrettini to J.-A. Turrettini, [England], 7 / 18.12.1711, Tur, 1/ Gd.T.21). 

® The following year, a direct accusation of Arminianism would be made against 
Turrettini by Jean Delpech, a former monk who had converted to Protestantism, and 
had spent some time in Geneva before becoming pastor in England. It was the bishop 
of London, Henry Compton, who notified Turrettini of this in a letter in which he 
included an extract from a letter sent to him by Delpech where the latter wrote about 
Turrettini: "Touchant les plaintes de Mons. Alphonse Turretin Recteur de l'Academie 
de Geneve, je diray ingenument à Votre Grandeur, quassistant à une des leçons de 
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relativize the force of the accusation since one could apparently be ac- 
cused of Arminianism without actually expressing Arminian views, 
moderation in the defense of orthodox doctrines alone sufficing to arouse 
suspicion. And finally, these lines insinuate that the sources that fed 
the heterodox reputation of Turrettini and of the entire city of Geneva 
came partly from the city itself, stemming from Genevans who were 
unhappy with the new direction the changing tides were effecting in 
their church. The question is therefore whether the pastors and theolo- 
gians who accused Turrettini and Geneva of Arminianism did this only 
because they considered the slightest departure from a strict Calvin- 
ist credo definitive proof of Arminianism, or whether they had specific 
proofs to support their denunciations. If one goes by the criterion for 
the Bern investigation of 1698 (i.e. distribution of suspect books), one 
must admit that Arminian works did indeed circulate rather freely in 
Geneva. At the beginning of the eighteenth century, they regularly made 
their way into the library of the Academy, the majority bought, but some 
also given by individuals, such as the five works of Philip van Limborch 
and Jean Le Clerc that were given in 1702 by the pastors David Sartoris 
and Jean-Pierre Gallatin.” More significantly, in 1711 the rector, who was 


Mons. Turretin à Geneve, je vis avec regret qu'il renversoit la doctrine de la Grace, et 
je declaray bien hautement à la premiere these où jeus occasion d'argumenter, que ni 
moy, ni aucun ortodoxe netions dans son sentiment, mais jeus encore plus de regret 
d'apprendre que tous les proposans se mocquoient de la doctrine du peché originel, 
qui est le fondement de tout le sisteme des Ecritures. Il est bien notoire, qu'ils nont 
pas appris cela de Mess" Calandrini, Pictet, Turretin le professeur en Hebreu [Michel] 
(The copy of this passage can be found included with the letter from Henry Compton 
to Jean- Alphonse Turrettini, s.d. [prb. June/July 1712], ms held at the BGE, Ms fr. 488, 
f. 40^). When he writes that the students had not been taught a heterodox view of 
original sin from the orthodox professors, i.e. Bénédict Calandrini, Bénédict Pictet and 
Michel Turrettini, Delpech implied that they could well have heard it from the mouths of 
the other professors, that is: Jean- Alphonse Turrettini and Antoine Léger. On Delpech's 
charges, cf. M.-C. Pitassi, 'Quand le calvinisme genevois parlait anglican: les relations 
théologiques et ecclésiastiques entre Genéve et l'Angleterre dans la premiére moitié du 
XVIIIe siècle; in Bulletin de la Société de l'Histoire du Protestantisme francais, 153, 2007 / 2, 
231-244. 

°° This emerges from the library archives which include lists of books purchased 
or donated from 1702 onwards, the time when the library was reorganized and, in 
following the Academy, secularized in its administration. Its direction was shifted from 
the Company of Pastors to a mixed committee consisting of the rector, three pastors and 
two members ofthe Council of Two Hundred. According to these manuscripts, the pastor 
Sartoris donated van Limborch's Historia inquisitionis and Theologia christiana, while 
Gallatin presented the library with a copy of two biblical commentaries and Le Clerc's 
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no one other than Turrettini himself, sent a new copy of van Limborchs 
Theologia christiana, as well as Le Clerc's editions of Henry Hammond's 
Novum Testamentum and Grotius' De veritate religionis christianae, spec- 
ifying that they were for the students' use?! These events confirm the 
rumor reported by Ostervald that “in Zurich, Bern and in all of Switzer- 
land, they are broadcasting that in Geneva they openly recommend to the 
theological students to read the Arminians and even the Socinians, and 
that Limborch and the New Testament of Mr. Le Clerc are their favorite 
works, and that they grant great freedom of opinion??? Whether or not it 
was true that the students read and preferred these works, it is at any rate 
true that in Geneva they sold like hotcakes, and that people impatiently 
awaited their reprinting since the city bookstores had sold out. Thus Tur- 
rettini wrote to Le Clerc: “Please let me know whether the "Theologia 
of Mr. van Limborch is being reprinted, as well as your N.T. Everyone 
here is looking for these books without finding them or the Testament of 
Hammond, because the bookstores no longer have any"? 


Ars critica; cf. “Livre des Achats et Donations et Exemplaires fournis par les Libraires et 
Imprimeurs, et generalement de tout ce qui entre dans la Bibliotheque. dés le 1 Avril 
1702-jusques au mois de Juin 1711 inclusivement. Memoire de ce qui a été donné à la 
Bibliotheque publique de Geneve, et de ce que l'on a acheté pour y mettre; ms held at the 
BGE, Arch. BPU Dd», f. 8-9 and 17 respectively. 

5! Ibid., f. 181-182. It is easy to recognize that there is a considerable difference 
between these actions and the reluctant and strictly controlled approval of the reading 
of Arminian literature begrudgingly granted by Bern at the conclusion of the 1698 
inquest. It is further significant that twenty years after the conclusion ofthe 1698 inquest, 
during the renewed events surrounding the Consensus noted above (cf. note 16), the Bern 
theologians still complained that Arminian works were circulating in Lausanne; cf. letter 
from J.-A. Turrettini to J. Le Clerc, 19.5.1718 in Epistolario, cit., vol. III, 558. 

5 “On publie a Zurich, à Berne, et dans toute la Suisse quà Geneve on conseille tout 
ouvertement aux proposans de lire les Arminiens et meme les Sociniens, et que Limborch 
et le N. Testament de M" Le Clerc sont leurs livres favoris, et qu'ils se donnent pleine 
liberté en matiere de sentimens" (Letter from J.-F. Ostervald to J.-A. Turrettini, 20.6.1711, 
ms cit., f. 344^). Ostervald continues as follows: “Je suis persuadé quon fait tort à votre 
academie; mais il me semble qu'il ne soit pas mauvais d'avertir les proposans destre sages, 
et de lire avec discernement ces sortes de Livres. Les jeunes vont toujours plus loin quon 
ne croit; ils sont d'ailleurs indiscrets et imprudens, et par leurs discours ils peuvent faire 
du tort à ceux sous qui ils ont etudié" (Ibidem, f. 344”°-345"°). 

> "Faites moi aussi la grace de m'apprendre si la Theologie de M. de Limborch se 
rimprime, aussi bien que votre N.T. Tout le monde cherche ici ces Livres de meme que le 
Testam[ent] de Hammond, sans les trouver, parce que nos Libraires nen ont plus" (Letter 
from J.-A. Turrettini to J. Le Clerc, Geneva, 19.5.1708 in Epistolario, cit., vol. III, 331). 
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TURRETTINI AND LE CLERC: A RELATIONSHIP 
MARKED BY FRIENDSHIP AND ESTEEM 


The sale of books per se does not say much about their actual acceptance, 
but at least in the case of Turrettini himself it is true that we are dealing 
with a deep admiration for which there is plenty of evidence in his 
correspondence with Le Clerc,” his father's former enemy,” with whom 
he exchanged letters for some twenty years in a relationship clearly 
marked by friendship and esteem. 


I would not want to be the great Lord except for one thing, to contribute to 
the satisfaction and happiness of the men of letters [Gens de Lettres]; and 
among all others, there is none to whom I feel so indebted as to you. To 
you I owe the small taste I can have; and through your works you give me 
the most pleasant and best spent moments of my life. I am not saying this 
just to be obliging; I say it because I feel it; and I say much more when I 
speak to others than yourself. 


The correspondence is full of passages like the above which emphasize 
either the benefit Turrettini drew from Le Clercs works," or that he 


54 Note that during the Bern inquest of 1698, it was remarked that a number of 
Genevans were rumored to be corresponding with Le Clerc. This complaint against 
Geneva was raised with the goal of determining whether these allegations were true, and 
if so, of preventing this correspondence in as far as possible; cf. H. Vuilleumier, op. cit., 
vol. III, 577. One of the theological students questioned had gone so far as to name one 
of these supposed correspondents: “Je déclare avoir appris de plusieurs personnes qu'un 
nommé Butini proposant avoit plusieurs communications de lettres avec Mr le Clerc, et 
qu'un nommé Baillod [...] n'a leu à Genève que les Arminiens et Sociniens" (Déclaration 
sur les dépositions contre moi faites, par P.F. Bergier, ppt; ms cit., p. 108). 

> Itis well known that the polemical relationship Le Clerc had with Francois Turrettini 
resolved him in his 1683 decision, which he had considered for some time already, to 
leave Geneva and take up residence in Amsterdam. The last meeting he had with his 
former professor, who accused him of considering Courcelles as his God, reveals the 
deepest reasons behind their disagreement; cf. ‘Conversation de M. Turretin Professeur 
en Theologie et de J.L.C. M’ in M.-C. Pitassi, Entre croire et savoir, 94-96. 

° “Je ne voudrois etre grand Seigneur que pour une chose, cest pour contribuér à la 
satisfaction et au bonheur des Gens de Lettres; et entre tous les autres, il ny en a aucun, à 
qui je me sente aussi redevable quà Vous. Je vous dois le peu de gout que je puis avoir; et 
vous me procurez, par vos ouvrages, les momens les plus agreables et les mieux employez 
de ma vie. Je ne dis point cela par complaisance; Je le dis parce que je le sens; et jen dis 
beaucoup plus en parlant à d'autres quà Vous” (Letter from J.-A. Turrettini to J. Le Clerc, 
Geneva, 19.5.1708, cit. 330). 

>7 “Je puis vous assurer que les momens les plus agreables de ma vie se passent à lire 
ce qui vient de vous; et il n'y a point de lecture dont je tire tant de profit" (Letter from 
J.-A. Turrettini to J. Le Clerc, Geneva, 4.1.1719 in Epistolario, cit, vol. IV, 1). 
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recommended them to his students,?? or the important role they played 
in the enlightenment of Geneva.” In short, there was between the two 
men an intellectual affinity which would have been difficult to imagine 
had they not also been close theologically, just as it would be difficult 
to imagine Turrettini encouraging the students to read van Limborchs 
Theologia christiana without approving of the contents. There were in 
fact a number of elements that drew the Genevan professor close to Le 
Clerc’s reasonable and apologetic form of Arminianism, whether it be 
his conception of theology, the relationship between faith and reason, 
biblical hermeneutics or tolerance. In defining theology as knowledge of 
God directed towards piety, Turrettini provided himself with the means 
to put aside those articles which had a rather distant connection to praxis: 


Theology is that doctrine which teaches the manner to know and serve 
God in order to arrive at the felicity that he promises to those who honor 
him, so that theology and religion are properly speaking one and the 
same thing. [...] everything goes back to piety and justice [...] One must 
therefore conclude that the truths which do not teach piety and virtue are 
not fundamental, and that the more a dogma is useful for holiness, the 
more fundamental it is.9? 


THE TIME FOR CONSTRUCTING DOCTRINAL SYSTEMS WAS OVER 


Such was the case, for example, with predestination, which had taken 
a large place in the orthodox systems, but of which there is hardly any 
trace in Turrettini’s works. It is therefore significant that in the disputa- 
tion on different elements of theology that he had with his cousin Samuel 
Turrettini in 1711, Jean-Alphonse does not devote a single point specifi- 
cally to predestination, while in the four articles pertaining to the divine 


58 “Pour votre Ars critica [...] je le recommande sans cesse à nos Etudians (de meme 


que vos autres ouvrages) et je le leur fais regarder comme une introduction admirable à 
l'Ecriture S.te" (Letter from J.-A. Turrettini to J. Le Clerc, Geneva, 1.7.1712 in Epistolario, 
cit., vol. III, 412). 

5 “Je joins à ce paquet, deux petites pieces de Mr. Werenfels, que vous ne serez peut- 
etre pas fâché de voir. Vous comprendrez par là que notre Suisse commence à sépurer, 
et que nos Academies sont, grace à Dieu, sur un meilleur pied qu'autrefois. Vos ouvrages 
y contribuent beaucoup, jen suis persuadé" (Letter from J.-A. Turrettini to J. Le Clerc, 
Geneva, 29.9.1714 in Epistolario, cit., vol. III, 467). 

6 "La théologie est la doctrine qui enseigne la maniére de cognoitre et de servir Dieu, 
pour arriver à la félicité qu'il promet à ceux qui l'honorent de sorte que la théologie et la 
religion sont à proprement parler une seule et méme chose. [...] tout se raporte à la pieté 
et à la justice [...] On doit conclure de là que les verités qui nenseignent pas la pieté et 
la vertu ne sont pas fondamentales, et que plus un dogme est utile pour la sainteté, plus 
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decrees he even disapproves of the disputes that arose from the preten- 
sions of those theologians who wanted to determine their order, and 
praises those who limit themselves to what is explicitly revealed with- 
out deigning to look into what God has determined to keep hidden.°! 
His theology, like Le Clerc’s, seems above all concerned to return to the 
simple gospel Word, bypassing the scholastic constructions which had 
needlessly burdened theology in a constant concern to reconcile rea- 
son with revelation, which are nothing but two complementary means 
used by God to reveal his truth. If this harmonizing view on the relation- 
ship between "the two maidens of Heaven" (deux filles du Ciel), as the 
Arminian had called them,” does not eliminate for either the one or the 
other the divine mysteries at whose threshold reason must halt, it is no 
less true that everything was put in place to pave the way for a Christian- 
ity whose rough dogmatic or moral contours were taken away. And that, 
for both Le Clerc and Turrettini, with a primarily apologetic goal, since 
the two of them were both equally preoccupied by the rise of a skepticism 
for which scholastic Orthodoxy, as well as the outbursts of Enthusiasm, 
had in spite of themselves provided the sharpest weapons. United, there- 
fore, in their conception of a theology that was dogmatically less elabo- 
rated, focused on the distinction between what is essential to salvation 
and what is not, and concerned to show the reasonableness of the Chris- 
tian religion and therefore its truth, Le Clerc and Turrettini also stood 


il est fondamental" (‘Abrégés de Legons de Theologie de Mr T[urrettini]? ms held at the 
BGE, Archives Tronchin 119, 1; this manuscript is from the hand of Jacques Ingrand, the 
refugee accused of Arminianism whose name has already come up (cf. note 42 above), 
and who was one of Turrettini’s closest friends). 

61 “De decretis Dei. LXVII. Cum Deus omnia uno simplicissimoque actu decreverit, 
cur Theologi, tanto aestu, tantaque fiducia, de Decretorum Divinorum ordine inter se 
digladiuntur? LXVIII. Nulli tam inefficaces voluntates Deo Tribuunt, quam supralap- 
sarii, dum docent Deum iis mediis justitiam suam ac bonitatem demonstrare voluisse, 
quae justitiam ac bonitatem tollunt. LXIX. Illi, circa Dei consilia, optime se gerunt, qui 
occultis Deo relictis, de revelatis opere implendis unice sunt solliciti. LXX. Qui crediderit, 
servabitur; Qui non crediderit, condemnabitur. Hoc scire, de Dei decretis satis scire est" 
(J.-A. Turrettini, Cogitationes de variis theologiae capitibus. Disputatio habita est, respon- 
dente Samuele Turrettino Genevensi, in Idem, Cogitationes et dissertationes theologicae. 
Quibus Principia religionis, cum Naturalis, tum revelatae, adstruuntur et defenduntur; Ani- 
mique ad Veritatis, Pietatis, et Pacis studium excitantur (Genevae, 1737), vol. I, 13). 

62 “La Raison et la Révélation sont, pour ainsi dire, deux Filles du Ciel, qui ne se 
querellent jamais l'une l'autre; et si lon voit, comme il semble, le contraire dans la 
Théologie Scolastique, cest que ce quon y nomme Raison ou Révélation ne sont souvent 
que des phantomes quon a substitué en leur place" (J. Le Clerc, Parrhasiana ou Pensées 
diverses sur des matières de critique, de morale et de politique (Amsterdam, 1701?), vol. I, 
357-358 [1st ed. Amsterdam, 1699-1700]). 
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together when it came to biblical hermeneutics, the younger Turrettini 
sharing the historical-critical orientation that the numerous critical bib- 
lical commentaries of the Arminian academic had promoted.9 

Such an intellectual proximity, along with a friendship that the Gene- 
van professor translated into discreet but repeated acts of generosity for 
the benefit of his correspondent, lends a certain credence to the accu- 
sations of Arminianism which were made against him on multiple occa- 
sions. They were indeed well-founded if by that one understands a theol- 
ogy developed outside of and against the scholastic system, with a strong 
ethical inclination, universalist in its view of grace, with an apologetic 
bend which not only influenced its contents but also its structure, toler- 
ant towards those who disagreed. 

However, if by “Arminianism” we understand adherence to a dogmatic 
system whose core is the rejection of the Calvinist tradition as such, these 


$$ In notifying Le Clerc of his De Sacrae Scripturae interpretandae Methodo, a work 
which appeared unknown to him in 1728 in Holland, and which he disavowed because 
of the numerous errors it contained, but of which he admitted that they stemmed from 
the lectures he had given eighteen years earlier, Turrettini wrote: "Si par hazard cette 
miserable edition vous tomboit entre les mains, et quà quelqu' heure pardué vous puissiez 
la parcourir, je vous serois infiniment obligé si vous vouliez m'honorer de vos avis, afin 
de rendre ce Traité le meilleur qu'il sera possible. Je suis sür que mes principes ne vous 
déplairont pas; Car ils sont trés-conformes aux vótres" (Letter from J.-A. Turrettini to 
J. Le Clerc, Geneva, 22.6.1728 in Epistolario, cit., vol. IV, 391). 

64 Turrettini, whose personal fortune was considerable, transferred sums of money 
to Le Clerc through his banker in Holland under the pretext that this was for books 
the Arminian bought for him. The first trace of these benevolent actions goes back in 
the correspondence to January 1705, when Turrettini requested his agent to transfer 100 
florins to Le Clerc for the purchase of books (cf. letter from J.-A. Turrettini to Pierre 
Got, Geneva, 27.1.1705, ms held in the archives of the Fondation Turrettini, 1 / Gd.12.4). 
Several months later, Le Clerc would express his amazement to Turrettini at the large 
sum of money made over to him without any request for purchases, stating that he would 
not accept it unless Turrettini gave him such a commission (cf. letter from J. Le Clerc to 
J.-A. Turrettini, Amsterdam, 2.4.1705 in Epistolario, cit., vol. II, 544). Turrettini appears 
to have ignored Le Clerc’s reaction, since he gave his banker the same commission on 
a number of other occasions. As an example, in 1706 the Genevan again asked Got to 
reimburse Le Clerc 100 florins for purchases supposedly made on his behalf (cf. letter 
to P. Got, Geneva, 3.2.1706, Tur, 1/Gd.12.4), to which Le Clerc responded that "il y a 
longtems, Monsieur, que je devrois [...] vous avoir remercié de votre génerosité; mais 
la méme raison de civilité et de reconnoissance, qui mobloigeoit de me hater, ma fait 
retarder, parce que je ne savois comment my prendre, pour le faire, comme je dois. 
Vous étant aussi inutile que je le suis, et ne pouvant vous rendre aucun service ici, jai 
quelque honte de me voir accablé de bien faits auxquels je ne puis pas répondre, comme 
je le souhaiterois; mais il me faut passer par où vous voulez, au hazard de nêtre pas 
content de soi même” (Letter from J. Le Clerc to J.-A. Turrettini, Amsterdam, 12.4.1706 
in Epistolario, cit., vol. IH, 16). It was normally during the first trimester of the year that 
Turrettini made his gift to Le Clerc. 
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accusations are much less convincing. Many issues which had fueled the 
inter-Protestant confessional controversies throughout the seventeenth 
century became for Turrettini, as well as for others such as, to a certain 
degree, his friend Ostervald, purely and simply insignificant. Relegated to 
the realm of subtleties without any practical value, predestination, grace, 
the divine decrees, and even certain aspects of Christology were not only 
no longer the object of precise and minute development, but were in fact 
considered obstacles on the road to the unification of Protestantism. Just 
as Genevas struggle to do away with obligatory subscription to the Con- 
sensus had not been undertaken out of adherence to the Saumur doc- 
trines attacked in this confession, but had arisen from the conviction 
that symbolical texts ought not to intrude on the conscience by impos- 
ing on it a subscription to articles that were not essential to salvation, so 
Turrettini's proximity to certain aspects of the Arminianism of the end 
of the seventeenth century and beginning of the eighteenth did indeed 
betray an affinity on such themes as grace and predestination, but even 
more so expressed his refusal to align himself with either one or another 
competing doctrinal system. At least in Geneva and the Swiss confedera- 
tion of the early Enlightenment, it was no longer a time for constructing 
doctrinal systems, whether Arminian or Socinian, as the adherents of 
orthodoxy wrongly assumed. In advocating the identification of theol- 
ogy with religion, and considering that the latter was threatened by the 
rise of a new skepticism, Turrettini looked on theology only as a reason- 
able apologetic aimed at proving the truth of a Christianity that was dog- 
matically unelaborated, fit to serve the irenic project for which he never 
ceased to work. 

At this decline of a dogmatic theology as illustrated by Turrettini's 
thought, there seemed to echo, even outside of ecclesiastical circles, 
a relativization of the confessional breaks as witnessed by Turrettini's 
report to Le Clerc of a conversation that apparently took place in 1718 
between an orthodox theologian and an enlightened Bernese senator: 


Mr. Rudolph, the dean of Bern, went to inform [the senator] and said, in 
order to get a rise out of him, "But, sir, the Academy of Lausanne gives us 
all worries imaginable of Arminianism? The [senator] responded, “And if 
they were Arminian, would they be less honest people for it, and less good 
Christians, and less readily saved?”® 


$5 *Mr Rodolph, Doyen de Berne, étant allé l'informer [sc. le senateur], et lui ayant 
dit pour lemouvoir, Mais, Monsieur, l'Acad.e de Laus.e nous donne tous les soupçons 
imaginables de l'Arminianisme; Et quand ils seroient Arminiens, repondit ce Seigneur, 
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It matters little whether or not this anecdote was true or false. The 
satisfaction with which Turrettini evidently relates it, and even the very 
fact that it could circulate, allow us to catch glimpses of a new emerging 
religious conscience geared more to orthopraxy than orthodoxy. 


(Translated from French by Albert Gootjes) 


en seroient-ils moins honnetes gens, en seroient-ils moins bons Chrétiens, et moins 
facilement sauvez?” (Letter from J.-A. Turrettini to J. Le Clerc, 19.5.1718, cit. 558). 


ARMINIANISM AMONGST PROTESTANT 
DISSENTERS IN ENGLAND AND IRELAND 
IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 


DAVID STEERS 


The spread of Arminianism in England and Ireland is usually identified 
with the growth of Methodism under the leadership of John Wesley from 
the mid-eighteenth century onwards. Nevertheless, Arminian ideas had 
reached those countries far earlier than that and had a significant impact 
within the established Church of England in the preceding century. 
However, of great importance, although frequently overlooked, was the 
impact of Arminianism on the Protestant Dissenters in both England 
and Ireland from the start of the eighteenth century. This paper will look 
at the influence of Arminianism within Protestant Dissent in the early 
eighteenth century, particularly in relation to the largest part of Dissent, 
the Presbyterians. 


PRESBYTERIANISM IN SCOTLAND, ENGLAND AND IRELAND 


The bulk of Protestant Dissent was created in both England and Ireland 
following the restoration of the monarchy in 1660. In Ireland the vast 
majority of the dissenters was organised in a Presbyterian body. In Eng- 
land, whilst the Presbyterian group was initially the largest, there was a 
larger amount of diversity of churchmanship within the dissenting com- 
munity. Independents (Congregationalists) were also largely formed by 
the ejections from the established church that followed from 1660 while 
other groups such as the Baptists and Quakers represented a separatist 
tradition. 

In both countries Presbyterianism originally developed during the 
upheavals of the mid-seventeenth century. In this they were aided by 
developments in Scotland. Presbyterianism—which basically means the 
rule of the church through elders or presbyters—had emerged in Scot- 
land during the Reformation and although not finally established until 
1690 had proved its durability through decades of struggle with the 
Crown against the imposition of bishops. Resistance to royal interference 
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in ecclesiastical affairs resulted in the National Covenant of 1638, sub- 
scription to which was made compulsory by parliament in 1640. When 
the Scottish Parliament abolished Episcopacy in 1689, and the following 
year established Presbyterianism as the system of church government, it 
used as its model the Act of Parliament of 1592 for the “Ratification of the 
Liberty of the Trew Kirk" which had first defined the Presbyterian char- 
acter of the Church of Scotland. This Act allowed for government of the 
Church by General Assembly, Synods, Presbyteries and Kirk Sessions and 
drew on the Second Book of Discipline of 1578.' This provided the basis 
for the generally accepted definition of Presbyterianism not only in Scot- 
land and the British Isles but for the whole of the English-speaking world. 
The outbreak of rebellion in Ireland in 1641 and civil war in England in 
1642 gave the opportunity of spreading Presbyterianism to both king- 
doms. The Solemn League and Covenant of 1643 was a military alliance 
that also provided for the extension of Presbyterianism to the national 
churches of England and Ireland and one of the first fruits of this was the 
Westminster Assembly of Divines which provided a Confession of Faith 
as well as doctrinal and liturgical standards for the Presbyterian system. 
Presbyterianism, in its most basic terms, is nothing more than a system of 
ecclesiastical government, but now in the midst of a world turned upside 
down, it became linked to an ordered, Calvinist theology that would set 
the limits of right belief and provide the spearhead for further possible 
advance. 

In England the interregnum and the aftermath of the Solemn League 
and Covenant saw the reform of the Church of England along Presbyte- 
rian lines in 1645-1646. On 7 July 1645 the Westminster Assembly pre- 
sented to Parliament a completed draft entitled "Ihe humble advice con- 
cerning Church government.” This initial draft went through a process of 
revision and was returned to the Assembly which delayed the introduc- 
tion of the Presbyterian system of government until the passing of the 
second Parliamentary ordinance for the erecting of Presbyterian govern- 
ment on 14 March 1646.” The ordinance established the Presbytery as 
the basic unit of Church government. However, unlike Scotland and Ire- 
land, this did not refer to a tier of church government based on a group 


U A.T. Innes, The Law of Creeds in Scotland. A Treatise on the legal relation of Churches 
in Scotland Established and Not Established, to their Doctrinal Confessions (Edinburgh and 
London, 1867), 51-54. 

? William A. Shaw, A History of the English Church during the Civil Wars and under 
the Commonwealth, 1640-1660, 2 vols. (London, 1900), 1, 196-204. 
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of ministers and elders in a district but rather to what otherwise would 
be known as the Kirk Session. The equivalent of the Scottish presbytery 
was the classis and representatives from the classes together made up 
a Provincial Assembly. The equivalent of the General Assembly was to 
be a National Assembly. In fact the National Assembly was never con- 
vened and only two Provincial Assemblies (in London and Lancashire) 
ever seem to have got off the ground. In addition, although Parliamen- 
tary approval was given for more than one hundred classes, only a small 
number ever came into being. Opposition from Independents meant the 
system did not develop fully. By 1653 this was being replaced with vol- 
untary associations of ministers which were more loosely structured and 
did not include lay elders. The Restoration brought this experiment in 
church order to a decisive close. 

The 1660 Act for Confirming and Restoring of Ministers restored 
the sequestered Anglican clergy of the Commonwealth period to their 
parishes, but this was followed two years later by the Act of Uniformity 
of Public Prayers. As well as recognising only those with Episcopal ordi- 
nation as being in valid orders, the Act required all clergy (including Uni- 
versity fellows, school masters and private tutors) to make a declaration 
of loyalty to the king and give their “unfeigned assent and consent" to the 
new Prayer Book before Bartholomew' Day 1662, or else be deprived of 
their livings and face imprisonment if they continued to preach. 

In England and Wales approximately 1,000 ministers refused to com- 
ply with the Act of Uniformity in 1662 and resigned their livings together 
with a similar number who were forced out of their charges between 1660 
and 1662.? In many cases they took members of their former congrega- 
tions with them, meeting for worship in secret. Their activities were heav- 
ily circumscribed by an ever expanding raft of legislation which sought 
to suppress their existence. The Conventicle Act of 1664 prohibited any 
meeting for worship of dissenters numbering more than five. In the fol- 
lowing year the Five Mile Act prevented ejected ministers from preach- 
ing, teaching or coming within five miles of a city or parish where they 
had previously officiated unless they took an oath of non-resistance. 

Presbyterianism had slightly different origins in Ireland. Here, partic- 
ularly in the northeast, the proximity to Scotland had made the inter- 
change of people and ideas an established feature of life. The plantation of 
Ulster between 1609 and 1625 had also brought large numbers of Scots to 
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Ireland, significant numbers of whom already had a preference for Pres- 
byterianism. Their preference was encouraged by the arrival of minis- 
ters from Scotland, who while obtaining Episcopal licences to preach in 
the established church, dispensed with most of the Prayer Book and the 
ceremonial of the Episcopal Church of Ireland. The rebellion of 1641— 
initially an act of resistance by Gaelic Ulster to the plantation but soon 
supported by southern Catholic gentry alarmed by the spread of militant 
puritanism—was suppressed by a Scots army. This army was raised by 
the king and paid for by the English Parliament. One ofthe side effects of 
its arrival in Ireland was the establishment of Scottish Presbyterianism. 
On 10 June 1642 the first presbytery was convened in Carrickfergus by 
the Scots army and following this the Solemn League and Covenant was 
enthusiastically introduced in Ulster by Scottish ministers.* 

With the restoration of Episcopacy after 1660 the vast majority of min- 
isters in Ulster chose not to conform to the new State Church estab- 
lishment and formed themselves into an organised Dissenting church, 
claimed by Peter Brooke to be the "first unified Dissenting church in the 
British Isles to incorporate many different congregations” Dissenters in 
England were slower to organise themselves but certainly this was the 
time that Presbyterians in the north of Ireland began to organise, estab- 
lishing meetings and performing their own ordinations. They suffered a 
degree of persecution but their presence as a minority Protestant group 
in Ireland and their link to Scotland left them in a somewhat anoma- 
lous position; consequently in 1672, the year of the Second Declaration 
of Indulgence in Scotland which granted the freedom to preach to some 
Covenanting ministers, Irish Presbyterians were given a grant of money 
from the king—the first instalment of the regium donum. 

The Glorious Revolution of 1688-1690 was soon followed by the first 
meeting of the Synod of Ulster on 3o September 1691. With the re- 
establishment of Presbyterianism in Scotland at the same time, Ulster's 
Presbyterians felt confident about their identity as a daughter church of 
the established Church of Scotland. 

So this explains the genesis of the Dissenting communities in both 
England and Ireland. In theological terms both groups were largely char- 
acterised by a theology that was uncompromisingly Calvinist at the end 
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of the seventeenth century. In a work published in 1715, but likely to 
have been written in the late seventeenth century, Benjamin Hoadly, then 
chaplain to the king and a future latitudinarian bishop, could state that: 


Amongst our Nonconformists ... the same Logicks and the same Bodies 
of Theology, (as they are called) descend from Generation to Generation. 
The same Systems and Syllogisms, Definitions and Distinctions, pass on 
current for Divinity; and Calvin and the Gospel go Hand in Hand; as if 
there were not a Hair's Breadth to chuse between them. 


Thus Matthew Henry (1662-1714), the Biblical commentator, minister 
in Chester and one of the most representative Dissenting divines in the 
period after the Act of Toleration, composed on his twentieth birthday 
in 1682, in the traditional puritan style, a “Memorial of Mercies” He 
would have spoken for many Presbyterians of his day when he observed, 
at number 22 in his list: 


That I have good Hopes, through Grace, that being Chosen of God from 
Eternity, I was in the fullness of Time called, and that good Work begun in 
me, which I trust God will perform.? 


Daniel Williams (c. 1643-1716)? whose important ministries in Dublin 
and London gave him a prominence in both Kingdoms that was un- 
matched by any other individual, expressed his own Calvinism in his 
Defence of Gospel Truth in 1693: 


Reader, I declare against this error [Socinianism], and have affirmed, (1) 
That Faith alone receives Christ and his Merits. (2) That it's the Righteous- 
ness of Christ alone, which is the material or meritorious Cause of Jus- 
tification. (3) That our Faith, Repentance, or Works, are not a jot of the 
material or meritorious Righteousness, by or for which we are justified. 
They say, Christ died, that we might be saved if we believe. I say, Christ 
died that the Elect should believe, and believing have Life through His 
name. To any one that knows the Five Points, wherein the Arminian Con- 
troversy consists, I have said enough fully to acquit me. I am positive, for 
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absolute certain Election, for Christ’s not dying alike for all: For the elect 
He died to secure their actual Reconciliation; for others his Death is suf- 
ficient, and real Offers of Salvation are made to them on the terms of the 
Gospel, notwithstanding their being condemned by the Law. Again I say, 
Man is corrupt, and without the Grace of God he cannot believe: All the 
elect shall be (though without violence) brought by efficacious Grace to 
believe, and finally persevere.!? 


Calvinist doctrine was the norm for Dissenters on both sides of the 
Irish Sea for the generation following the ejections of the 1660s. But 
Calvinism was very rapidly called into question in the early years of 
the eighteenth century, although the theological controversies that raged 
over the alleged influence of Arianism have tended to obscure the issue 
of Arminianism. Indeed the heated debates over the issue of subscription 
that were at the heart of theological discourse were heavily influenced by 
Arminianism. 


IN THE DIRECTION OF ARMINIANISM 


Prior to the debates over subscription, however, there was a growing 
divergence between Congregationalism which became staunchly Calvin- 
ist, and Presbyterianism which adopted a modified Calvinism and soon 
after became characterised by Arminianism. In the late seventeenth cen- 
tury in England the main area of contention within Dissent was over the 
issue of antinomianism!! and high Calvinism. The republication of the 
sermons of Tobias Crisp (1600-1643)! in 1689 brought this to the fore 
within Presbyterianism in England. These sermons, originally published 
in 1643-1646, had been ordered to be burnt by the Westminster Assem- 
bly because of their alleged promotion of antinomianism. Richard Bax- 
ter opposed such ideas and became the main spokesman for “modified” 
Calvinism which tried to synthesise the doctrine of free grace with the 
Calvinist doctrine of election. He was prepared to reduce to a bare min- 
imum the number of fundamental doctrines that should be obligatory," 
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a view which he had originally expressed in his Catholick Theologie.!* 
Daniel Williams joined with Baxter in presenting a Calvinism that was 
less strident and with him opposed the antinomianism and high Calvin- 
ism of others. 

This division within Dissent heralded the break up of the short-lived 
alliance that had developed in London between ministers of the Congre- 
gational and Presbyterian traditions. The so-called “Happy Union" was 
only reached towards the end of 1690 and approved by a general meet- 
ing of between 80 and 100 ministers in March 1691." The Union was 
published under the title of the Heads of Agreement and largely based on 
an earlier abortive Essay of Accommodation. Allowing for a joint “Mer- 
chants Lecture” and establishing a “Common Fund” to provide financial 
assistance for students for the ministry and congregations, the Heads of 
Agreement was founded on the beliefthat: "the principles of the Presbyte- 
rian and Congregational way rightly understood are not all that distant, 
but that they may meet very near together. At least the asserters of them 
may walk together as brethren in mutual communion"! 

This was a feasible enough alliance amongst Dissenters in England and 
provided the basis for close co-operation in the English provinces; how- 
ever, within the space ofa few years the alliance had broken up in London 
following the disputes over antinomianism. In 1694 Daniel Williams and 
the other Presbyterians had withdrawn from the Merchants' Lecture fol- 
lowing attacks on them at the Lecture by the Congregationalist Nathaniel 
Mather. Within a year the Congregationalists had also deserted the Com- 
mon (later called the Presbyterian) Fund and established their own sep- 
arate Congregational Fund." 

The effect of this whole process was a sharpening of the theological 
distinction between Congregationalists and Presbyterians as well as a 
confirmation of the looser nature of the English Presbyterian system. 
Although the Happy Union broke up it was the basis for local unions 
between Congregationalists and Presbyterians in other parts of England 
that did not break down.!? In Cheshire, where the most complete account 
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of dissenting organisation after the Act of Toleration survives, the Happy 
Union was taken up and became the pattern for the Cheshire Classis, the 
only classis for which a full set of minutes survives. In March 1691 the 
first meeting of the classis, comprising nine ministers from around the 
county, took place. By their third meeting the eleven ministers present 
gave their assent to the agreement: 


the Agreement of the London Ministrs was delibertely read over Con- 
siderd and Subscribed by all Men: Contrad: in the following Form We 
whose names are Subscribed have perused and Considered the Heads of 
the Agreement Assented to by ye United Ministers in and about London 
and doe Blesse God for that Mercy and Give our unfeigned Assent to the 
same unanimously Resolving as the Lord shall inable to practise according 
to them.!? 


A most important function of the classes was the acceptance of students 
for the ministry, their examination and trial and ultimately their ordi- 
nation. All candidates for the ministry were required to present a Latin 
thesis to the classis followed by a syllogistic disputation in Latin with a 
minister appointed by the members of the classis. In Cheshire these the- 
ses give a good indication of the theological development of the Pres- 
byterians. Alexander Gordons analysis of the theses concluded that they 
exhibited: 


growth, spiritual rather than theological, from a Calvinism, ethical in its 
outlook, to a Biblicism enlightened by the perception of what Fleming 
finely calls "God's love of the world??? 


What was happening in Cheshire was reflected all over England—Con- 
gregationalists became increasingly identified with a high Calvinism that 
could be close to antinomianism, while Presbyterianism adopted a mod- 
erate form of Calvinism that was rapidly moving closer to Arminianism. 
There was little doctrinal difference between the two groups at the time 
of the restoration but by the early eighteenth century this was the gen- 
eral distinction. The London split over the sermons of Tobias Crisp was 
reflected in the provinces in local disputes at different times such as, in 
Cheshire, in 1721 when Samuel De la Rose was censured by the classis 
for antinomianism and invited to withdraw.?! 
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This moving away from the Calvinist orthodoxy of the late seventeenth 
century, an orthodoxy that had been enshrined in the Westminster Con- 
fession of 1644, was a subtle and slow process. Arminian ideas were not 
taken over wholesale but gradually became accepted amongst ministers. 
Examples of the direct reading of the works of Arminius and his followers 
are not common amongst Dissenters, although the gradual transmission 
of their ideas is clear enough in their published sermons and discourses. 
Nevertheless we know that James Clegg (1679-1755), Presbyterian min- 
ister at Chinley, read Arminian writings whilst a student and was influ- 
enced by them. Clegg was a student at various academies before 1698 
when he moved to Manchester to be trained by the Presbyterian minis- 
ter John Chorlton. Writing his autobiography not for publication but for 
the benefit of his children in 1730 James Clegg noted that while he was 
being educated by John Chorlton in Manchester he and other students 
at the academy spent some of their afternoons reading in the Chethams 
Library, an Anglican establishment but the oldest public library in Eng- 
land: 


twas there I first met with the works of Episcopius, Socinus, Crellius etc. 
The writings of Socinus and his followers made little impression on me, 
only I could never after be entirely reconcild to the common doctrine of 
the Trinity but then begun to incline to that Scheme which long after Dr 
Clark espousd and publishd but I admird the clear and strong reasoning 
of Episcopius and after that could never well relish the doctrines of Rigid 
Calvinism.” 


This is interesting because it shows that at least one Presbyterian student 
at the Manchester Academy abandoned Calvinism as early as 1699 or 
1700. Chethams Library held (and still holds) a number of works by 
Episcopius and Arminius in both Latin and Dutch. The mention of Simon 
Episcopius is also interesting because it was he who systematised the 
tenets of Arminianism when professor at Leiden in the early seventeenth 
century and was one of the founders of the Remonstrant Church in the 
Netherlands. 

An example of another minister, of a slightly later generation, coming 
to a congregation in the northwest of England and consciously moving 
them from Calvinism in the direction of Arminianism, comes in the 
person of Henry Winder (1693-1752). Winder became minister of one 
of the important dissenting congregations in Liverpool in 1718 when it 
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was, said his biographer, “a society, of narrow sentiments, and contracted 
charity" and was probably Congregational in its organisation. By the time 
of Winder's death in 1755 it was part of the Presbyterian fold and had 
undergone a sea-change in its theology. As George Benson wrote in his 
biography of Henry Winder: 


The Doctors people were then (generally speaking) of very narrow sen- 
timents; and seemed pretty much attached to certain human forms, and 
systems of divinity: which they were apt to look upon as standards of the 
christian faith, and tests of orthodoxy. Dr Winder took a good deal of pains 
to inlarge their minds; and to diffuse, among them, the christian spirit of 
candor, moderation, and extensive charity. He showed them the injustice 
of all impositions on the consciences of men: and that human authority, 
in matters of religion, is ridiculous and absurd. Our Lord Jesus Christ is 
sole lawgiver and king in his church. In the new testament, are contained 
the doctrines which he has reveled; and the laws, which he has injoined. 
And no one man, nor any body of men, have any right to add thereto, or 
diminish therefrom: neither have they a right authoritatively, to explane 
the doctrines, or precepts, of Christ; and say, that ministers, or people, 
are obliged to interpret or understand them, in this or that sense, and in 
no other sense whatsoever. Upon these principles, Dr Winder earnestly 
exhorted his people to stand fast in the liberty, wherewith Christ had made 
them free; and no more to be intangled with any yoke of bondage whatever. 
He did not desire to be lord of their faith; but the helper of their joy. And 
therefore, he recommended it to them, to see with their own eyes; like the 
noble Beroeans, to search the scriptures daily; that they might see whether 
things were just so, as they had been taught; or had received, by tradition, 
from their fallible forefathers.” 


George Benson (1699-1762) was a fellow Presbyterian minister who was 
accused of Socinian views, a charge that is hard to sustain, although 
he certainly held views that were Arminian in their form. His remarks 
about Henry Winder's congregation in that they were "attached to certain 
human forms, and systems of divinity” is a reference to Calvinism, but he 
writes from the perspective of someone who has lived through the great 
watershed of the subscription controversy. This was the most important 
controversy of the early eighteenth century in both England and Ireland 
and produced serious divisions in both places. Implicit within the whole 
debate was the question of Arminianism. 
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Subscription to the Westminster Confession of Faith in Ireland, and to 
the doctrinal articles of the Anglican 39 Articles in England, became an 
issue in both countries at the same time and as a controversial debate was 
linked by personalities and arguments. In England the main dispute took 
place at the Salters’ Hall conference convened in London in February 
1719. This followed a controversy that developed in Exeter when some 
of the students at the Exeter Academy appeared to be adopting an Arian 
position on the question of the Trinity.”* Controversy over the ordination 
of one student to a charge in Somerset led to an appeal to the Committee 
of the Three Denominations in London, a permanent committee set up in 
the reign of Queen Anne to oversee issues that affected the interests of the 
whole dissenting community, including Baptists as well as Presbyterians 
and Congregationalists. The contact on the Committee was John Shute 
Barrington. A liberal voice within the dissenting community, he was also 
closely involved in the struggle to remove the legislation which restricted 
the rights of dissenters. 

Barrington drew up a series of “Advices” which suggested that all accu- 
sations should be backed up by properly formulated witness statements 
and not just rumour and that any test of orthodoxy should be based on 
scripture as the sole rule of faith. These “Advices” were approved by the 
Committee but with the added proviso that they should be laid before 
the full body of London ministers.”° 

The General Body met on 19 February 1719 and after much heated 
debate rejected the proposal that a statement affirming belief in the 
Trinity should be inserted on the basis that the only test of orthodoxy 
should be adherence to scripture." Denominational identities were fur- 
ther underlined by the breakdown of the votes. A large majority of Pres- 
byterians supported the “Advices” while a similarly large majority of 
Congregationalists opposed them. Baptists were also divided with the 
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overwhelming majority of General Baptists being for the “Advices” and 
the Particular Baptists being overwhelmingly against. 

In Ireland a very similar controversy erupted. Again it had its roots 
in the bogey of Arianism. In this case the published works of Thomas 
Emlyn, minister at Wood Street, Dublin from 1691 to 1702, had encour- 
aged the General Synod of Ulster to introduce the requirement for sub- 
scription in 1705. 

Subscription to the Westminster Confession became the norm in 
Ireland amongst Presbyterians. However, in the same year in which the 
Synod agreed to this there was founded in Belfast a society which was to 
provide both the personnel and the arguments to oppose subscription. By 
1719 some members ofthe Belfast Society had imbibed many ofthe same 
ideas that were spreading across the reformed churches—the principle 
of reducing fundamentals to a minimum and the principle, rooted in 
the writings of John Locke, of avoiding controversy by accepting the 
scriptural belief in Jesus as the Messiah as being the same minimum belief 
as satisfied the apostles. From December 1719 onwards and led by John 
Abernethy, the members of the Belfast Society were at the forefront of 
the campaign against subscription which led to a sustained controversy 
within the Synod of Ulster. This was not resolved until 1725 when all 
the non-subscribers were separated from the rest of the Synod into the 
Presbytery of Antrim which, in the following year, was excluded from 
communion with the Synod. 

This, very briefly, is an outline of the subscription controversies in 
England and Ireland. The heart of the debate concerned the appropriate- 
ness or otherwise of fixing orthodoxy by requiring compulsory subscrip- 
tion to agreed articles; the background, however, was a fear of Arianism, 
although much of the debate illustrated a growing division between tra- 
ditional Calvinism and increasingly Arminian interpretation. 


JOHN ABERNETHY AND THE 'NEW LIGHT' 


In Ireland the whole debate was opened by John Abernethy who preached 
a sermon before the Belfast Society in December 1719 which was sub- 
sequently published as Religious Obedience founded on Personal Persua- 
sion in 1720. Taking as his text Romans ch. 14 v. 5—^Let every man be 


28 T.S. James, History of the Litigation and Legislation respecting Presbyterian Chapels 
and Charities in England and Ireland between 1816 and 1849 (London, 1867), 705-709. 


ARMINIANISM AMONGST PROTESTANT DISSENTERS 171 


fully persuaded in his own mind"—his sermon was strongly influenced 
by the ideas of Benjamin Hoadly, a Church of England bishop who had 
preached before King George I two years earlier the idea that Christ sanc- 
tioned no visible Church authority. 

Abernethy took his stand on the sufficiency of scripture but with it the 
right of private judgment and the individual's responsibility to employ 
the God-given faculty of reason in their religious opinions. 


Religion, according to our most obvious notions of it, is a reasonable 
service performed to the supreme intelligent Being, who observes the 
most secret thoughts of his creatures in order to recompense them ... For 
certainly what God requires is the obedience of men, that is, of intelligent 
creatures; to do anything under the notion of service to him without the 
approbation of our understandings is not to serve him at all, but indeed to 
affront him, and to debase ourselves beneath the dignity of our nature by 
neglecting to improve our Reason which is our greatest excellency, to the 
most valuable purposes for which it was given us, the glory of our Creator 
and our own happiness.?? 


Abernethy argued that it was the Christians duty to examine all the 
evidence carefully and to act on the basis of their own conscientious 
conviction. 


Conscience is nothing else but the Judgement ofa man Concerning himself 
and his own Actions compared with the law of God, and as subject to 
his Authority. Now how is it possible that one man should determine for 
another how far this judgement shall extend, and to what Instances? To 
limit and prescribe it, is, in Effect to deny it altogether.?? 


Abernethy and his supporters saw themselves as following very directly 
in the Reformation tradition by emphasising the right of each individual 
believer to search the scriptures for themselves. In a quotation from 
his diary his biographer James Duchal (d. 1761)?! reports Abernethy as 
recording: 


The sufficiency of the scriptures to the purposes of a divine revelation, and 
the right of private judgement, are the stable principles of protestantism, in 
which we ought to glory: But it is strange, what prejudices there are in the 
minds of many protestants against them, as if they led to licentiousness. 
This seems to proceed from a wrong idea of religion, as if it consisted 
in a set of notions, pretended to be the determinate sense of scripture; 
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whereas, indeed, it consists in forming our sentiments and practice on the 
sole authority of God, which can never be without liberty, I mean, from 
human decisions and sanctions.” 


So with this emphasis on individual decision went an increasing ques- 
tioning of the place of creedal formularies and with them the authority 
of the ecclesiastical bodies that upheld them. For Presbyterians it meant 
that the traditional criticisms that they had directed at the Papacy and 
Episcopalian churches were now being directed at their own synods and 
the Westminster Confession of Faith. 

Abernethy's opponents were quite clear that his arguments were root- 
ed in Arminianism. The first person to enter the fray on the part of sub- 
scription was the Rev. John Malcome, “one aged man,” the Presbyterian 
minister of Dunmurry who was then in his mid-sixties.** He published 
Personal Persuasion No Foundation for Religious Obedience in 1720, an 
answer to Abernethy' sermon, and based the main part of his argument 
on how the non-subscribers were undermining the authority of the Pres- 
byterian church courts. 

Malcome coined the term *New Light" to describe his opponents, the 
non-subscribers. He lamented that “a Sett of Men, by Preaching and 
Printing, pretend to give new Light, to the World, by putting Personal 
Perswasion in the room of Church Government & Discipline” This was 
all a dangerous novelty: 


By Christ's own Appointment, recorded in his Word, the Government of 
his Church was committed to church Guides & Rulers, and since that time 
has continued for near 1700 years even among all different parties that go 
under the Name of Christian, every one in their own way. 


Now since some Men have sett up for new Light (whence they have it I 
cannot tell) that has never appear’ in the Church of Christ before, I look’t 
upon it as my Duty, by this short Answer to the sermon preach‘ at Belfast, 
December 9, 1719.” 
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The epithet New Light’ became the term widely used in Ireland to 
describe the non-subscribers. Malcome used it, firstly in Personal Per- 
swasion but then with much more force some six years later in The 
Dangerous Principles of the Sectaries of the Last Age, Revived Again by 
our Modern New-Lights. Here he traced the origin of the term to those 
Congregational Divines at the Westminster Assembly who “were great 
Opposers of Presbyterian Government, which the Assembly were then 
about, together with the Confession of Faith and Catechisms, which have 
been so much esteemed, by the Reformed Churches, both at Home and 
Abroad,’ and named Thomas Goodwin, Jeremiah Burroughs, William 
Greenhill, William Bridge, Philip Nye, Sidrach Simpson and William 
Carter as examples of this tendency at the Assembly.” By this time Pres- 
byterians in Ireland had experienced years of bitter wrangling and Mal- 
come was in no mood to mince his words. According to Malcome the 
Independents had refused to declare their principles and as a conse- 
quence were part of a motley faction who were 


Malecontents ... who, though they were of different Principles, all agreed 
in this to oppose the Assembly; the Seekers, Antinomians, Arminians, 
Socinians, Anabaptists, Arians, Independents, &c, were all against any 
settled Government in the Church, but principally against Presbyterian 
Government, which they reckoned downright tyranny. 


It was Malcomes assertion that “in many things, our Neighbours now 
agree with them?” Indeed he went on to accuse the non-subscribers of 
all manner of heresy and deviation from orthodox truth. At root was a 
rejection of true authority in the same way as the Independents of the 
1640s: 


These Old Sectarians were all for Liberty of Conscience, both in Principles 
and practice; whatever Course they took, they still pretended Conscience. 
The same thing our Neighbours now plead for; they not only pretend 
Conscience for their own private Thoughts and Conversation, but to be 
above any Tribunal on Earth, when their voices differ, and Synods have no 
Authority where Conscience is concernd. 


36 John Malcome, The Dangerous Principles of the Sectarians of the last Age, Revived 
again by our Modern New-Lights. In a Letter to all Lovers of Peace and Truth (Belfast, 1726), 
3. See T.M. Lawrence, ‘Goodwin, Thomas; ODNB, article/10997; Tom Webster, ‘Bur- 
roughes, Jeremiah; ODNB, article/4106; Richard L. Greaves, ‘Greenhill, William; ODNB, 
article/11429; Richard L. Greaves, ‘Bridge, William; ODNB, article/3389; Barbara Dona- 
gan, ‘Nye, Philip; ODNB, article/20417; Tai Liu, ‘Simpson, Sidrach; ODNB, article/25592; 
PS. Seaver, ‘Carter, William; ODNB, article/66137. 
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... These Old Scepticks could never be prevaild with to discover their 
Principles, they still had a Reserve. Our Neighbours now are just the same, 
they will not Subscribe the Westminster-Confession, nor any Humane 
Composure, though never so Agreeable to the good Word of God.?? 


For Malcome this put the non-subscribers in the same bracket as the 
various sects of the mid-seventeenth century. Crafty and subtle they 
worked at winning converts, particularly among the youth. Ignoring the 
authority of Synods they introduced anarchy and confusion. Relying 
on reason they followed the Socinians and had reached a position of 
scepticism on the doctrine of the Trinity. They were even having dreams 
of the imminence of the millennium.” 

But although Malcome was employing considerable rhetorical force 
in his argument there were historical parallels between the Irish New 
Lights and some of the seventeenth century Congregationalists. Philip 
Nye had been influenced quite directly by Arminianism, at least in terms 
of its approach to ecclesiastical government, if not its doctrinal approach. 
Nye had spent some years prior to 1640 in the Netherlands and took 
Arminiuss line over the question of church authority. Arminius and 
his followers had argued that the resolution of no synod could have 
authority over the individual conscience. In matters where mans salva- 
tion was not at stake there should be freedom of opinion.* All of those 
mentioned along with Nye by Malcome were supporters of Congrega- 
tionalism and many of them had also spent time in the Netherlands. 
Indeed Nye, Thomas Goodwin, William Bridge, Jeremiah Burroughs, 
and Sidrach Simpson had all been exiles there and together published 
the Apologeticall Narration in 1643, an appeal for the congregational way 
in the church that also shows a dislike of any coercion of conscience. 
As dissenters who had been put out of the Church and sent into exile 
they placed great stress on the rights of their own individual consciences, 
guided by the Scriptures, where they could search out 


what were the first Apostolique directions, pattern and examples of those 
Primitive Churches recorded in the New Testament ... And in this en- 
quirie, welookt upon the word of Christ as impartially, and unprejudicedly, 
as men made of flesh and blood are like to doe in any juncture of time that 
may fall out; the places we went to, the condition we were in, the company 


38 Malcome, Dangerous Principles, 5-6. 

?? Malcome, Dangerous Principles, 4-10. 
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we went forth with, affording no temptation to byas in any way, but leaving 
us as freely to be guided by that light and touch Gods Spirit should by 
the Word vouchsafe our consciences, as the Needle toucht with the Load- 
stone is in the Compasse; And we had (of all men) the greatest reason to 
be true to our own consciences in what we should embrace, seeing it was 
for our consciences that we were deprived at once of what ever was dear to 
us. ^ 


In their exile in the Netherlands the Congregationalists "received and 
were entertained" with respect and “both mutually gave and received the 
right hand of fellowship.” There is certainly something of the approach of 
Jacobus Arminius present in their writings particularly with the tone of 
their emphasis on scripture: 


The supreame rule without us, was the Primitive patterne and example of 
the churches erected by the Apostles. Our consciences were possessed with 
that reverence and adoration of the fulnesse of the Scriptures, that there is 
therein a compleat sufficiency, as to make the man of God perfect, so also 
to make the Churches of God perfect ....if the directions and examples 
therein delivered were fully known and followed.? 


With this they also agreed "Not to make our present judgement and 
practice a binding law unto our selves for the future, which we in like 
manner made continuall profession of upon all occasions"? 

But although Malcome had identified a common Arminian source of 
influence for both Nye and his supporters and Abernethy and his, we have 
no evidence for a direct influence by the English Congregationalists on 
the Irish non-subscribers. However, there is a very clear parallel in atti- 
tude to church authority between some Irish (and English) Presbyterians 
in the eighteenth century and this particular group of Congregationalists 
in the seventeenth century who had been directly influenced by Dutch 
Arminianism. 

John Abernethy took great exception to John Malcome’s pamphlet and 
published quite an angry reply pointing out all its shortcomings. He was 
dismissive of many of Malcomes assertions and suggested: 


41 Thomas Goodwin, Philip Nye, Sidrach Simpson, Jeremiah Burroughes, William 
Bridge, An Apologeticall Narration, humbly submitted to the Honourable Houses of Par- 
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That in your great Eagerness to give the Vulgar an ill Impression of the 
Non-subscribers, you amuse them with imaginary faults, and Dangers 
from us, which you even acknowledge to be beyond the Reach of your 
own Understanding.“ 


But from the start the subscription controversies in both Ireland and 
England were linked. Malcome had noted that the Irish non-subscribers’ 


companions in and about London, some years ago, refused to Subscribe 
the Answers to the First and Sixth Questions of the Assembly’s Shorter 
Catechism, and to the First Article of the Church of England; and our 
Neighbours here followed the same Method, they would not subscribe the 
plainest truth, so that we have Reason to suspect they are not Sound in the 
Faith.^^ 


It was a constant allegation that the opponents of subscription were open- 
ing the door to all manner of heresies. These often included Arianism and 
Socinianism but also Arminianism. Arianism became the chief fear ofthe 
opponents of the non-subscribers, an accusation that was usually refuted 
with great determination by the accused. There was generally less evi- 
dence for Socianianism but it is certainly the case that if any one form of 
theology most characterised those who adopted non-subscribing views 
in England and Ireland it was probably an implicit Arminianism. 

That is not to say that all non-subscribers were Arminians. Some 
remained staunchly Calvinist. This was true for instance in the South 
of Ireland where the leading Presbyterians were all non-subscribers. 
At this time Dublin contained some of the most able spokesmen for 
Irish Dissent as well as some of the most notable congregations. Yet 
they retained a commitment to Calvinist doctrine while still broadening 
their approach to worship from quite an early date, feeling able to take 
such bold steps as moving from the singing of metrical Psalms to the 
singing of hymns in their worship. 6 Yet the general trend was for non- 
subscribers who expressed an opposition to what they often termed 
“human forms" of divinity, by which they meant Calvinism, to minimise 
the terms of communion between Christians and place on one side what 
they considered “speculative doctrines.” 


44 John Abernethy, A Letter To the Reverend Mr John Malcome; Occasiond by his late 
Pamphlet, Entituled, The Dangerous Principles of the Sectarians of the last Age revived again 
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In these kinds of views they were undoubtedly influenced by Arminian 
ideas, although the influence was not always direct. One source for 
Arminian thought amongst the dissenters was the latitudinarian bishop 
Benjamin Hoadly. A leading low-church Whig he was ordained priest in 
1700 and became bishop of Bangor in 1716. Following five years as (non- 
resident) bishop of Bangor he was successively bishop of Hereford, Salis- 
bury and Winchester." His sermon preached before the king in the Royal 
Chapel at St James's on Sunday, 31 March 1717, was remarkable in many 
ways. It gave heart to non-subscribing Dissenters such as John Abernethy 
and caused a scandal within the Church of England. A convinced anti- 
Calvinist, his position is indicative of the persistence of Arminian views 
within the established church. In this sermon he made an appeal to get 
back to “the Originals of Things?" ^ This included an approach to religion 
that laid most stress on right action and urged a return to the Scriptures, 
to "the Worship of the Father in Spirit and Truth" and to "the Love of 
God" which is "the keeping of his Commandments, or doing his Will? 
In returning to the original words of Jesus it was possible to get a picture 
of the true church with the exclusion of everything he did not sanction, 
leaving only his pure and uncorrupted intentions. This had great conse- 
quences for the question of authority and had implications for the right 
of individual judgment, for the complete separation of religious matters 
from those of the state, and for toleration of religious differences. The 
rewards and punishments of Christs Kingdom did not belong to this 
world, they could have no connection with the range of penalties which 
the state could impose, if it wished, on those who were deemed not to 
adhere to the states view of religious truth. Indeed any form of com- 
pulsion was unnecessary and inappropriate. The Kingdom of Christ was 
simply all those people who sincerely and willingly made themselves sub- 
ject to him as lawgiver and judge in all matters of conscience and salva- 
tion. But it was a very personal relationship, one entirely unbound by any 
secular authority or threat of compulsion.” 
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jamin Hoadly, Bishop of Bangor; in EJ.C. Hearnshaw (ed.), The Social and Political Ideas 
of Some English Thinkers of the Augustan Age (New York, 1923), 112-156. 

48 Benjamin Hoadly, The Nature of the Kingdom, or Church, of Christ. A Sermon 
Preachd before the King, at the Royal Chapel at St Jamess. On Sunday March 31, 1717 
(London, 1717), 4-5. 

? Hoadly, The Nature of the Kingdom, 6, 8, 20, 22-23, 25. 


178 DAVID STEERS 


With his emphasis on reducing the essence of Christianity to a number 
of fundamental articles, based on scripture and excluding anything seen 
as non-essential, as well as a toleration of a variety of views, Hoadly 
echoes many of the emphases of the Arminians and Remonstrants. 


As the Church of Christ is the Kingdom of Christ, He himself is King: and 
in this it is implied, that He is himselfthe Sole law-giver to his Subjects, and 
himself the Sole judge of their Behaviour, in the Affairs of Conscience and 
Eternal Salvation. And in this Sense therefore, His Kingdom is not of this 
World; that He hath, in these Points, left behind Him, no visible, humane 
Authority; no Vicegerents, who can be said properly to supply his Place; no 
Interpreters, upon whom his Subjects are absolutely to depend; no Judges 
over the Consciences or Religion of his People® 


It followed on from this that no-one could add anything to the laws of 
the church as promulgated by Christ and that each person, whatever his 
station, stood equally before the law: 


Iftherefore, the Church of Christ be the Kingdom of Christ; it is essential to 
it, That Christ himself be the Sole Law- giver, and Sole Judge of his Subjects, 
in all points relating to the favour or displeasure of Almighty God; and that 
All His Subjects, in what Station soever They may be, are equally Subjects 
to Him; and that No One of them, any more than Another, hath Authority, 
either to make New Laws for Christ's Subjects; or to impose a sense upon 
the Old Ones, which is the same thing; or to Judge, Censure, or Punish, 
the Servants of Another Master, in matters relating purely to Conscience, 
or Salvation”! 


Much of the debate within Dissent sparked by Hoadly concerned the 
question of subscription. To this extent it was about authority in matters 
of faith and moved on to what was essential or inessential in religion. 
However, it was a startling sermon to address to the king and gave 
tremendous impetus to Dissenters. It indicated a willingness to allow 
different churches to exist equally under the law. This was a situation 
desired by prominent dissenters such as John Bennet (c. 1674-1726), 
minister at Newcastle, who had expressed such a wish in 1715: 

Ihave (Ithink) shewn you, that the Apostle doth not force an uniformity in 

these indifferent things, but presseth mutual Charity, notwithstanding our 

different Apprehensions and Practices in these indifferent things ... we 


should not judg nor condemn each other for our different Apprehensions 
nor impose on each other's Judgments and Consciences.” 


°° Hoadly, The Nature of the Kingdom, 11-12. 
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Again this is a view not dissimilar to those of the Arminians, particu- 
larly as their ideas had been developed by theologians in Continental 
Europe. Indeed the cross-fertilisation of ideas between English and Irish 
dissenters and European theologians was the main source for Arminian 
ideas taking root amongst them. However, this did not always come to 
the British Isles directly via the Netherlands. 


SAMUEL HALIDAY: A CONVERSION IN GENEVA 


Many dissenting students from England and Ireland travelled to the 
Netherlands for a higher education, the Universities of Oxford and Cam- 
bridge and Trinity College, Dublin being closed to them. Leiden was 
one of the most popular destinations for these students and an esti- 
mated 2,000 students from England, Scotland and Ireland studied there 
between 1650 and 1750, many of them Presbyterians although by no 
means all of them studying theology.” However, Presbyterians travelling 
to the Netherlands to study or minister did not often have direct contact 
with Remonstrants and Arminians. The English speaking churches in the 
Netherlands remained staunchly and emphatically Calvinist and the the- 
ology taught at Universities such as Leiden was not oriented towards new 
ideas. The best illustration of this is shown by the career of Samuel Hali- 
day (1685-1739),°* one of the leading non-subscribers in the early eigh- 
teenth century. Although Irish-born and to become one of the prominent 
leaders of non-subscription in Belfast, Haliday was also closely involved 
with the subscription controversy in England and had the ear of the lead- 
ing ministers in London. 

Haliday was born in Ireland, probably at Omagh, co. Tyrone, where his 
father was Presbyterian minister. He matriculated at Glasgow University 
in 1701 and remained there for three or four years. Following his time 
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there he matriculated at Leiden University to study theology in Novem- 
ber 1705. Here he defended a thesis before Herman Witsius (1636-1708), 
which was subsequently published in the Netherlands.” On the success- 
ful completion of his studies in Leiden he embarked on a tour around 
Europe. He used this time to full advantage, as James Duchal, his con- 
temporary and biographer noted: 


by some favourable events in Providence [Haliday] was placed in a station 
in which he had opportunity of seeing the most remarkable places in 
Europe, and staying a considerable time in such of them as promised 
him most improvement. In this stage of life, he contracted a very large 
acquaintance with men of the higher rank; but especially with those that 
were eminently learned, with many of whom he had a familiar intimacy. 
He at the same time conversed much with books, and laid in a very 
considerable stock of valuable learning.” 


In Leiden English speaking students were taught in an orthodox Calvinist 
environment but they also could be exposed to other, more radical ideas 
and were part of the cross-fertilisation of ideas that came there from 
across Europe." However, this does not appear to have been the case 
with Haliday during his time in the Netherlands. In the same year as 
his graduation from Leiden, Haliday was licensed for the ministry in 
Rotterdam, publicly subscribing to the Westminster Confession as he did 
so.” He then went on to Switzerland to continue his studies there and 
may have studied at the University of Basel.?? 

He then spent a couple years in an amazingly productive tour around 
the major theological centres of Europe and returned to Ireland with 
an album containing the autographs and complimentary remarks of 
nearly one hundred of Europe's leading Protestant theologians. This doc- 
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ument has long thought to be lost, but is now held by Leiden Univer- 
sity Library.® William Bruce, one of Haliday’s successors in his Belfast 
church, gave this description of it: 


It is a curious document, containing 96 complimentary attestations from 
some of the most learned men of that day, Professors and Divines, men 
of rank and title, and fellow students from various countries and differ- 
ent religions. Among these are the autographs of Professors and Pastors 
in Leyden, Utrecht, Neufchatel, Geneva, Zurich, Berne, Heidelberg, Basel, 
Lausanne, Rotterdam; in particular of Adrian Reland, John Alphonso Tur- 
retine, Witsius, Jac. Perizonius, John Frederick Ostervald, Benedict Pictet, 
J.J. Hottinger, Joh: Buxtorfius, trium Buxterfiorum Successor, Jacobus Her- 
mannus, J.R. Ostervald, a nobleman from Alsace, and two of the family of 
De Salis. One isfrom a reformed Jesuit, a Minister in Zurich. To each is pre- 
fixed a motto in Hebrew, Arabic, Greek, Latin, Italian, or French. Many of 
these insertions are in the usual style, extravagant and bombastic; but those 
by the most distinguished men indicate personal knowledge and esteem 
for his learning and abilities.*! 


This album is testimony to both Haliday's abilities and, no doubt, his 
charm, skills which were to be used to good effect later in his career 
in both Scotland and London. However, they also indicate the theolog- 
ical change that he underwent. His time in the Swiss cantons certainly 
contributed to a broadening of his theological sentiments and by 1708 
he decided to accept ordination whilst in Geneva precisely "because the 
Terms of Church-Communion there, are not narrowed by any human 
Impositions.”® Indeed this time in Geneva seems to have been key in 
altering his own theological attitudes. Just over a century later William 
Bruce recorded this sea change in his opinions: “Mr Haliday was a rigid 
Calvinist, when licensed at Rotterdam; but Mr. Miller, the Professor, 
under whom he studied there, was surprised to find him entirely changed 
on his return from Geneva? 9 
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INTERMEZZO: 
SUBSCRIPTION TO THE HELVETIC 
CONSENSUS OR NOT? 


It is significant that it was his time in Geneva that changed Haliday’s atti- 
tude to subscription. By the early eighteenth century no source was more 
fruitful for the dissemination of non-subscribing ideas than Geneva 
itself. 

From 1679 onwards all entrants for the Genevan ministry had been 
obliged to subscribe to the Formula Consensus Ecclesiarum Helveticarum 
(Helvetic Consensus), the reformed statement agreed by the Swiss re- 
formed cantons in 1675 and issued to counteract the growth of the 
doctrines taught at the French academy at Saumur. In 1706, under the 
influence of Jean-Alphonse Turrettini, the requirement for subscription 
to the Formula Consensus was dropped. 

In itself this move was testimony to the persistence of liberalising 
tendencies within the reformed churches across Europe that tended 
to reduce the harshness of the doctrines of Calvinism. Jean-Alphonse 
Turrettini (1671-1737) was the third generation of reformed professors 
of theology at Geneva. His family had emigrated from Lucca in Tuscany 
in the sixteenth century and had subsequently prospered in Geneva. 
Although his father, François Turrettini (1623-1687), had been one of 
the principal architects of the Formula Consensus, Jean-Alphonse led 
the move away from the use of creedal tests and brought about the 
abrogation of the Formula Consensus in Geneva as well as pressed for its 
abandonment throughout Switzerland. Jean- Alphonse Turrettini began 
his theological training at the Academy of Geneva in 1685, shortly before 
the death of his father. As a consequence he was more heavily influenced 
by other theologians in his training, most notably Louis Tronchin (1629- 
1705), one ofthe proponents of the theology of the Saumur academy and 
from 1661 professor oftheology at the Geneva academy, and Jean-Robert 
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Chouet (1642-1731), professor of philosophy from 1669, who began the 
teaching of Cartesian philosophy within the academy.‘ 

Why had the Formula Consensus been introduced? Jacobus Arminius 
had repudiated the doctrine of unconditional predestination. He had put 
forward the view that divine sovereignty was compatible with real free 
will in humanity. He and his followers laid great stress on reason and the 
idea that scriptural truths should be conformable to external evidences 
rather than just the confirmation of the Holy Spirit. They met vigorous 
opposition within the reformed world, many of whose leaders feared 
that they were but a halfway house to Socinianism. Arminianism was 
condemned by the Synod of Dort (1618-1619). However, these ideas met 
with some agreement in the person of Moise Amyraut (1594-1664), 
professor of theology at the French academy of Saumur from 1633. He 
advanced a view of "hypothetical universalism" that sought to modify the 
doctrine of limited atonement, as promulgated by Dort. According to his 
view God's redemptive plan included all individuals, but only those who 
had faith could be saved. This required the intervention of the Holy Spirit, 
whose working could be known only to God. In addition heathens who 
could only have a limited knowledge of Christ were only responsible in 
terms of the amount of light they had received. Amyraut’s followers at 
Saumur further modified the Calvinist doctrine of the imputed guilt of 
Adam to all humanity with the concept of the “mediate imputation” of 
Adams sin. In other words the sin was the result of individual depravity 
rather than the direct imputation of Adam’s guilt. In addition they began 
to develop concepts of textual criticism that were novel in their use of 
rational arguments about the formation of scripture.” 

This attempt to modify traditional Calvinist ideas met with strong 
opposition and the Formula Consensus was developed as a means of 
preventing the spread of the ideas of Amyraut/Saumur into the Swiss 
cantons. Despite its adoption in Geneva in 1679 there had always been 
those in the city who had followed the Saumur line and because of that 
there developed an opposition to the imposition of such documents. 

Jean-Alphonse Turrettini was educated in that tradition and the con- 
tacts he made as he travelled Europe from 1691 to 1693 confirmed that 
attitude. These included figures such as Pierre Bayle, Remonstrants such 
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as Jean Le Clerc and prominent latitudinarian figures in England includ- 
ing the Scot Gilbert Burnet (1643-1715), who had been professor of 
divinity at Glasgow from 1669 to 1674 and who became bishop of Salis- 
bury in 1689,° and William Wake (1657-1753),° with whom he struck 
up a life-long friendship and who became archbishop of Canterbury in 
1716. From these and other contacts Turrettini developeda spirit of toler- 
ation as well as a desire to seek unity amongst Protestants. He was keen to 
emphasise common ground between the Reformed, Lutheran and Angli- 
can churches; differences of church polity were of no real significance. 
Nubes Testium, his irenic work of 1720, was translated into English in the 
same year. This intended to distinguish the essence of religion from those 
things that were not essential and called for 


a pious and Christian Moderatism, towards those who differ from us in 
things which are not necessary; and not venture to condemn them, to 
exclude them our Communion or, as is usual with many, to send them 
to the very Pit of Destruction.” 


Taking his argument from the Scriptures, the Church Fathers and re- 
formed divines he drew a distinction between what was fundamental and 
primary for the faith and what was not. Confessions were not necessarily 
representative of what was fundamental: 


Hence also Creeds and Confessions of Faith, and then Catechisms took 
their Rise; which contained the first Principles of Religion, such as it was 
thought proper for Catechumens, or Beginners to profess their Belief of. 
And in the first Ages these things were short and plain; but afterwards, 
through the Dissensions that arose in the Church, they were exceedingly 
multiplied and enlarged; insomuch that Hilary complained that "Confes- 
sions were framd at every one’s pleasure?! 


So alongside the theological ideas derived from Arminianism debates 
about the necessity of subscription to confessions of faith in Switzerland 
fed back to England and Ireland. 

Of the other theologians in Halidays album a number were based 
in Switzerland. Particularly worthy of note are Jean-Frédéric Ostervald 
(1663-1747) and Bénédict Pictet (1655-1724). Ostervald was a close 
friend of Turrettini who had studied at Geneva and was a senior pastor 
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in Neuchátel as well as a lecturer at the academy there. Like Turrettini he 
was a vigorous opponent ofthe Formula Consensus although also a strong 
opponent of the spread of Socinian views in Geneva. An enthusiast for 
liturgical reform Ostervald also produced a catechism that became the 
standard in Geneva and very popular amongst Protestants in France, as 
well as the author of a French translation of the Bible which enjoyed wide 
popularity.” Pictet, professor of divinity at Geneva from 1686 until his 
death, is sometimes seen as a more conservative figure as he was an oppo- 
nent ofthe removal of subscription to the Formula Consensus. He was the 
cousin of Jean-Apphonse Turrettini and had been particularly close to his 
uncle, Frangois. This may explain his loyalty to the Formula Consensus, 
for on other issues, such as liturgical revision and the use of the biblical 
critical methods of the Saumur academy, Pictet was a supporter of what 
has been called Turrettini’s agenda of enlightened orthodoxy.” 


HALIDAY AS A NON-SUBSCRIBER 


When Samuel Haliday accepted an appointment as minister of Belfast's 
First Presbyterian Church in 1720 he found himself at the heart of 
the quarrel between subscribers and non-subscribers which resulted in 
the separation of the non-subscribing Presbytery of Antrim from the 
subscribing General Synod in 1725. 

In refusing to subscribe to the Westminster Confession Haliday, like 
Abernethy, emphasised the primacy of reason and the right of the indi- 
vidual conscience: 


Let it be acknowledged that subscription to the Westminster-Confession 
of Faith, as a Term of Communion, cannot be good Work, since God hath 
not commanded it in his holy Word, and since it has without the Warrant 
of Scripture, been devised by men upon a Pretence of good Intention. 
Let it be acknowledged, that God the only Lord of Conscience hath left 
my Conscience free from those Commands of Men, they being beside 
his Word: And that I cannot obey those Laws, out of Conscience without 
betraying true Liberty of Conscience and that to require of me an absolute 
blind Obedience to such Commandments is to defy Liberty of Conscience, 
and Reason also.”4 
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However, Haliday was also a link between Irish and English non-sub- 
scribers, having spent some years at Court in London where he repre- 
sented the interests of the Church of Scotland. He was highly regarded 
by the leaders of the Whig party and tried to prevent the Schism Act 
from being applied to Ireland in 1714 and secured an increase in the 
regium donum for Irish ministers, in recognition of which achievement 
the Synod of Ulster voted him a payment of thirty pounds.” However, 
even before he took up the appointment in Belfast he placed himself at the 
centre of the growing controversy over subscription. Haliday attended 
the debates about subscription in London at Salters’ Hall. His presence 
there is an illustration of the cross-fertilisation of the debates in England 
and Ireland. This is equally true of the presence at the debates of Samuel 
Dunlop, Presbyterian minister of Athlone, who accused Haliday of being 
in sympathy with Arian views. He brought his suspicions to the General 
Synod who reported: 


Mr Haliday joynd the Arian Party, and explains himself that he means the 
Non-Subscribers in London, whom he alleages to be generally suspected 
of Arianism, and affirms that Mr Haliday's conduct was resented by many 
pious and orthodox Minister in London.” 


However, the extent to which Haliday was well-known in England is 
illustrated by the fact that he was able to produce a letter signed by 
eight leading ministers in the metropolis, namely "Revd Dr Calamy, 
Mr Reynolds, Mr Robison, Mr Evans, Mr Smith, Mr Tong, Mr Hunt, 
Mr Wright? This group was certainly amongst the most eminent of the 
London ministers. The most prominent was Edmund Calamy (1671- 
1732), a proponent of Baxters “middle way?" Of the other seven six 
were Presbyterians (one Independent) and four were non-subscribers.’® 
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Tong, Reynolds and Robinson were among the acknowledged leaders 
of the subscribing party and went into print to defend their position 
during the divisions at Salters’ Hall.” All eight signatories must have 
become well known to Haliday during his time in London, indeed in 
his autobiography Calamy described Haliday as “well known among 
us.” They all were prepared to acquit him of Arianism and express to 
the Synod "their high esteem of him, as a person from whose happy 
settlement among us, by the Blessing of God, we might expect great 
comfort? 80 

It was only after 1720 that Haliday publicly disowned the Calvinism of 
his father and his upbringing, but he was clearly on friendly terms with 
all the leading Presbyterians in London, although he shared most with 
those who shared his Arminian outlook. 


HENRY WINDER, A “FRIEND OF MODERATION” 


Just as Haliday shows the close contacts between the non-subscribing 
Presbyterians in England and Ireland from an Irish point of view, so 
Henry Winder—whom we met before—indicates the English involve- 
ment in the Irish struggles over subscription. 

This connection began for Winder at the conclusion of his education. 
Following his course at the Whitehaven academy, Winder then spent two 
years in Dublin being tutored by Joseph Boyse (1660-1728).?! Benson 
recorded that 


the reverend and learned Mr Boyse, and the other ministers of that pres- 
bytery ....at that time, gave, each of them, in their turns, regular lectures, 
on the system of theology and sacred criticism, to a numerous body of 
ingenious and hopeful candidates for the ministry.? 
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Boyse remained a Calvinist all his life but he still supported the non- 
subscribers and in his refusal to enforce the Westminster Confession 
opened up the pulpits of Dublin to ministers holding Arminian views. 

It was Winders time in Dublin that put him in contact with the 
northern non-subscribing ministers. Benson noted that 


Ihave heard him mention, with pleasure, his acquaintance with those great 
and good men, the reverend Messieurs Haliday, and Michael Bruce; and 
the well-known, and incomparable, Mr John Abernethy. Men, whose great 
abilities, and distinguished zele for liberty Dr Duchal has, so justly, and in 
so agreeable a manner, celebrated. In the academy, at Dublin, there were 
disputations and the other usual academical exercises. 


As a result Winder participated in the Irish debates over subscription. 
As a minister in Liverpool he was well placed both by the location of 
his ministry and the connections he had already developed with Irish 
ministers to take a close interest in the events in Ireland. In 1723 he was 
present at the Synod of Ulster meeting in Dungannon in June. He may 
have been present at the sub-Synod of Belfast that had been held earlier 
in the year and at which an elder, the arch-orthodox Colonel Clotworthy 
Upton (1665-1725), had accused the non-subscribers of “holding prin- 
ciples which opened a door to let all error and heresy into the church?® 
These complaints were brought to the General Synod and heard in some 
detail in Dungannon. Winder’s sympathies were entirely with the non- 
subscribers, as might be expected, indeed he saw it as a struggle between 
"the friends of moderation" and “the bigots,” but every vote was lost 
despite the emergence of a middle group of subscribers who neverthe- 
less opposed the attempts to censure the non-subscribers because "the 
elders were a dead weight upon them” This would appear to be a cru- 
cial difference between the debates over subscription in England and Ire- 
land. In Ireland the presbyteries and synods always included lay elders, 
in England most of the crucial debates were attended by ministers only. 
As a result only a small minority of congregations in the north of Ireland 
left to form a separate non-subscribing presbytery while a majority of the 
Presbyterian congregations in England followed their ministers in non- 
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subscription. But there were close ties between both groups and both 
held to a theology which increasingly rejected Calvinism and adopted 
Arminian views. 

These views are reflected in a sermon preached by Henry Winder 
on the eve of the opening of a new chapel in 1727. In the last sermon 
preached in the Castle Hey meeting house before moving to a new chapel 
in Benn’s Gardens in 1727, Winder took 1 Peter 4, verse 8 as his text:?7 

One essential part of this Charity is a tender Benevolence and good will 
towards all men especially the Household of faith. Christianity is a glorious 
Improvement of Humanity and it's necessary for Christ's followers that 
they get their hearts raised to a General Benevolence and fervent Desire of 
the Happiness of all. This grace dictates the heart and extends our Concern 
and Tenderness above all the narrow Limitations of self-love. Christianity 
must make a man feel that hes a member of Human nature and a member 
of the Christian Covenant and as such is concerned for the (...) well being 
of the whole Body. Those who care for none but themselves or their own 
near Relations and families, want that enlargement of heart and extended 
Humanity which charity consists in.5 


JOHN SIMSON AND ACADEMIC FREEDOM 


A very large proportion of Presbyterian ministers in both kingdoms were 
educated in Scotland and particularly in Glasgow. This included both 
subscribers and non-subscribers although many have seen the theology 
faculty as a source of heterodoxy. Often this is traced back to John 
Simson (1667-1740), professor of divinity from 1708 to 1740. Simson 
was educated at the universities of Edinburgh and Glasgow as well as, it 
is thought, at Leiden and certainly spent two years at Utrecht. In 1708 he 
was elected professor of divinity at Glasgow. Twice Simson was accused 
of heresy and eventually he was prevented from teaching although he 
was not removed from his post. Among the accusations against him 
was that he was a proponent of Arminianism, although he was accused 
of a long list of heresies and part of the problem was the imperfect 
Latin of some of his students and the fact that he was caught up in 
serious factional struggles within Scotland. Both contemporary opinion 
and subsequent historical opinion have been divided over the role of 


87 “And above all things have fervent charity among yourselves.” 


88 Henry Winder, ‘My last sermon preached in the old chapel on Wednesday June 
28 1727: Copy of manuscript transcribed and the passages in shorthand deciphered by 
R. Travers Herford, 2-3. MS Winder 1/2. HMCO. 


190 DAVID STEERS 


Simson in Scotland and as an educator of student ministers for England 
and Ireland.* However, a clearer picture of his career is now beginning 
to emerge. 

It seems very likely that Simson had undertaken part of his theological 
education at Leiden because he appears to have studied under Johannes 
à Marck (1656-1731), and the condensed version of à Marcks Com- 
pendium theologiae Christianae Didactico Elenctium was the main text 
used by Simson with his students.’ His secondary text was Bénédict 
Pictet’s Theologia Christiana,” first published in Geneva in 1702, which 
drew on the work of Pierre Bayle to counteract the arguments of Spinoza. 
He commended Pictet for being free of scholastic terms and valued his 
use of reason in theological discourse.” Indeed Pictet’s theology was a 
fixed part of his teaching throughout his career as divinity professor. 

Pictet remained on the curriculum not just in Simson’s time but also 
throughout the time of William Leechman, his successor.” There is no 
doubt that Simson had imbibed the rationality and critical approach of 
continental theologians during his time in Leiden and later in Utrecht. 
We do not know precisely with whom he may have come into contact 
in the Netherlands but it seems reasonable to suggest that they will have 
included those who were acquaintances of Turrettini, such as Elie Saurin 
(1639-1703), pastor of French congregations at Delft and Utrecht, and 
an opponent of the traditional Calvinism of Pierre Jurieu (1637-1713) 
and Herman Róell (1653-1718), professor of theology successively at 
Franeker and Utrecht (from 1704), who laid particular stress on the use of 


8° Anne Skoczylas, ‘Simson, John; ODNB, article/25604. 

% Anne Skoczylas, Mr Simsons Knotty Case. Divinity, Politics, and Due Process in 
Early 18th-Century Scotland (Montreal, 2001), 34. Simson's name does not appear in the 
matriculation list of Leiden students. 

?! Johannes à Marck, Compendium Theologiae Christianae Didactico Elenctium. Inmi- 
xitis Problematibus plurimis, et Questionibus Recentioribus adauctum, 2nd edn. (Am- 
sterdam, 1690). The title of the condensed version was Christianae Theologiae Medulla 
Didactico-Elenctica. Ex majore Opere, secundum ejus Capita et Paragraphos, expressa in 
usos primos Academicae Juventutis (Amsterdam, 1696). 

?2 Bénédict Pictet, Theologia Christianae, 2 vols. (Geneva, 1696); Skoczylas, Mr Sim- 
sons Knotty Case, 343. 

?5 James Bromley (ed.), ‘Correspondence of the Rev Peter Walkden. Letters from a 
Lancashire Student at Glasgow University During the Rebellion of 1715' [Transactions of 
the Historic Society of Lancashire and Cheshire, 1884, 36] (Liverpool, 1887), 24. Skoczylas, 
Mr Simson's Knotty Case, 112. 

94 See Lectures by William Leechman on Pictet’s System of Theology, 1747. Written by 
William Campbell, GUL MS Gen 111 and Lectures on Pictet’s System of Theology, given in 
the University of Glasgow, by William Leechman [1748]. Taken down by John McCaull, 
GUL MS Gen 61. 


ARMINIANISM AMONGST PROTESTANT DISSENTERS 191 


reason alongside revelation.” If he didn't meet Röell he certainly would 
have been aware of his publications. Simson would have also been aware 
ofthe works of writers such as Turrettini and Ostervald and incorporated 
much from the method of continental theologians into his teaching. 

He explained his teaching methods to the Presbytery of Glasgow when 
he came under scrutiny for alleged heresy: 


Since I had the Honour to teach Divinity here, I have yearly explained Pro- 
fessor Marks little Compend called his Medulla; and also some Chapters 
of Professor Pictet's little Compend, and among others that of the Doctrine 
ofthe Trinity; together with these, I yearly read over and explain our Con- 
fession of Faith, and compare the several Articles of it, with what is taught 
in the Latin System; some Mistakes in which I find reason to correct, by 
what is more clearly and exactly taught in our Confession.” 


Simson in fact was entirely loyal to the Westminster Confession and 
expounded it in his teaching, comparing it with other systems but, cru- 
cially, allowing his students considerable latitude in their examination of 
all the evidence. He was suspected, though, of Arminianism and other 
errors including Arianism. He was eventually exonerated of Arianism 
although in 1728 the General Assembly of his Church suspended Sim- 
son "from Preaching and Teaching, and all Exercise of any Ecclesiastical 
Power or Function" indefinitely. This was described in the ruling as meet- 
ing halfway the demands for Simson to be deposed, but was based on a 
belief that he was guilty of: 


Having taught and uttered such Things, and expressed himself in such 
Terms as are subversive of these Blessed Truths, as they are containd in the 
Holy Scriptures, and laid down in our Confession of Faith and Catechisms, 
and tend to shake the Belief ofthem, and to inject needless and ill grounded 
Doubts and Scruples into the Minds of Men, and to render them dark and 
uncertain as to what they ought to believe concerning the same. 


In addition it was asserted that he had neglected “many Opportunities, 
during the Course of the Proceedings against him, of giving Satisfaction 


to the Judicatories of the Church as to the Soundness of his Faith con- 


cerning those important Articles?” 
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This was an early example of the issue of academic freedom, of the 
rights of universities to employ teachers free from ecclesiastical or theo- 
logical interference.”* For although he was not allowed to teach he con- 
tinued in his position as professor until his death in 1740. Many of the 
Irish and English students at Glasgow sought to defend Simson when he 
came under attack and many clearly adopted a more liberal theology once 
in their churches. 


FRANCES HUTCHESON AND THE INFLUENCE OF LOCKE 


In the years immediately after the subscription controversies in Eng- 
land and Ireland, and for some years to come, while not taking sides 
with either of the contesting groups, Glasgow University remained an 
institution that could be regarded favourably by non-subscribers and 
Arminians. The University continued to interact with non-subscribing 
Presbyterians, accepting their students for the ministry and honour- 
ing ministers who held such views with the degree of Doctor of Divin- 
ity. 

Presbyterians in England had become very largely non-subscribing by 
the end of the 1720s. An important fund like the Presbyterian Fund had 
agreed, at the very start of the discussions of subscription in London, 
not to take sides on the matter or allow themselves to be divided on the 
issue. At their meeting of December 1719 Calamy had proposed, and 
they had agreed, “that the matter of Subscribing or not Subscribing be 
not Considered at this Board so far as to Admit or reject Any Minister 
merely upon that Acco[un]t?? On one level this was an agreement 
to be non-subscribers, since they were essentially not imposing any 
creedal test on potential applicants for grants. Given the existence of 
a separate Congregational Fund this was one of the factors that led to 
the development of an Arminian oriented non-subscribing Presbyterian 
body on the one hand and a more definitely Calvinist Independency 
on the other. Other ministers, who had supported the subscribers at 
Salters’ Hall, soon after repudiated this stand and announced that they 
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were "sorry for what they then did?’ So long as Glasgow was accept- 
ing Presbyterian students from England they were accepting students 
who were, very largely, non-subscribers from within a community that 
held such an approach. If Glasgow was neutral, although not hostile, to 
non-subscription within Presbyterianism a major step towards the open 
acceptance of non-subscription was taken when on 19 December 1729, 
the Faculty of Divinity met and elected Francis Hutcheson by a majority 
vote as professor of moral philosophy.!?! Hutcheson was formally admit- 
ted as professor on 3 November 1730.!? 

Hutcheson had been appointed at the head ofan Academy in Dublin in 
1720, of which few records survive. However, there is sufficient evidence 
to suggest that it was established as a "New Light" institution which 
would have had Arminian leanings. According to tradition Hutcheson's 
departure from Calvinism and embracing of Arminianism was supposed 
to have been apparent when preaching as a Licentiate in his father's 
congregation in Armagh in 1719.9? 

Hutcheson is seen as one of the agents for the transmission of a type 
of thought that certainly encouraged a movement towards Arminianism 
amongst Presbyterians. Another influence that encouraged such a move 
were the writings of John Locke. Locke himself spent six years in exile 
in the Netherlands where he found much fellow feeling with leading 
Remonstrants such as Phillip van Limborch and Jean le Clerc. Arminian 
theology was also mediated to the Dissenters in England through the 
work of John Locke. He expounded a tolerance of difference and an 
agreement not to differ over inessentials: 


I esteem that toleration to be the chief characteristical mark of the true 
church. For whatsoever some people boast of the antiquity of places and 
names, or of the pomp of their outward worship; others of the reformation 
of their discipline; all, of the orthodoxy of their faith (for everyone is 
orthodox to himself): these things, and all others of this nature, are much 
rather marks of men striving for power and empire over one another, than 
ofthe Church of Christ. (...) The business of true religion is quite another 
thing. It is not instituted in order to the erecting of external pomp, nor 
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to the obtaining of ecclesiastical dominion, nor to the exercising of com- 
pulsive force; but to the regulating of men’s lives according to the rules of 
virtue and piety.?* 


John Locke was widely read in the Dissenting academies in England 
(and in the few academies that operated in Ireland such as the Kil- 
lyleagh academy where Francis Hutcheson was educated). Jeremy Gor- 
ing has said that by 1730 “all the leading academies had been affected 
by Arminian views"? and it would appear to be the case that the Dis- 
senting academies helped to spread Arminian views. In part this was 
merely a result of the willingness of tutors to expound all points of view, 
in doing so they exposed students to new doctrines which found a ready 
acceptance amongst Presbyterians. By about 1730 the Presbyterians in 
England were characterised by an essentially Arminian identity. In Ire- 
land the Arminian group had been separated into the non-subscribing 
Presbytery of Antrim. In England the General Baptists also embraced 
Arminian doctrine. 

By the middle of the eighteenth century non-subscription was in a 
surprisingly dominant position. It had become the basic approach of the 
Presbyterians in England, originally the largest group of Dissenters in 
the country, but by the later part of the century no longer numerically 
dominant but well entrenched and often growing within commercial and 
mercantile communities in most English towns. Despite the legislation 
attempting to exclude them from civic and political life they nevertheless 
often had a remarkable degree of influence in their own localities. So, for 
instance, the seat holders of the new chapel built in Liverpool in 1727 
during the ministry of Henry Winder (one of two Presbyterian chapels 
in the town) contained five men who were to become Mayor of Liverpool 
and one alderman.'” 

Because so many accounts of English Presbyterian history have been 
written from the perspective of nineteenth and twentieth century confes- 
sional standpoints, generally either Unitarian or Evangelical, the extent 
of the dominance of non-subscription within Presbyterianism, and even 
of the continuation of a vibrant Presbyterian denomination, throughout 
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the rest of the eighteenth century has often been overlooked. Yet from 
the middle of the century onwards Presbyterianism—under the guidance 
often of Glasgow graduates—was a denomination defined, not by Arian- 
ism but by non-subscription and Arminianism. It was an approach to 
Christianity that stood in stark contrast to the enthusiasm of Method- 
ism; it continued to have affinities with the latitudinarian and anti- 
subscriptionist wing of the Church of England, but was far from the with- 
ering failure or anti-trinitarian rump that is sometimes asserted. 


JOHN TAYLOR: PRESBYTERIAN MINISTER OF ARMINIAN VIEWS 


In the mid-eighteenth century perhaps no one embodied the personality 
of the Presbyterian minister of Arminian views more than John Taylor 
(1694-1761), the minister at Norwich. A close friend of William Leech- 
man, the professor of divinity at Glasgow from 1743, they seem to have 
recognised in each other something of a kindred spirit.!^? 

Taylor spent seventeen years in ministerial obscurity as he devoted 
himself to study. He was ordained as minister of the small Presbyterian 
chapel at Kirkstead in Lincolnshire in 1716, without any form of sub- 
scription but promising that "I will in a manner consistent with Christian 
love and charity, maintain the truths of the Gospel, especially such as are 
beyond controversy determined in the Holy Scriptures"? This commit- 
ment to discovering the "scripture doctrine" was to be the characteris- 
tic approach of the majority of his published works, although the great 
bulk of these did not appear until after 1733 when he became minister of 
the main Presbyterian congregation in Norwich. Although he shared an 
Arminian theology with John Wesley, Taylors more rational approach 
was the opposite of Wesley's evangelicalism. This was something that 
Wesley was aware of and told him: 


Either I or you mistake the whole of Christianity from the beginning to 
the end! Either my scheme or yours is as contrary to the scriptural as the 
Koran is. Is it mine, or yours? Yours has gone through all England and 
made numerous converts. I attack it from end to end.!!? 


108 William Leechman, Sermons by William Leechman, DD. Late Principal of the College 
of Glasgow. To which is prefixed some account of the author’ life, and of his lectures, by James 
Wodrow, DD, Minister at Stevenston, 2 vols. (London, 1789), 1, 72-73. 

109 James, History of the Litigation, 804. 

110 John Wesley to John Taylor, 3 July 1759 in John Telford (ed), The Letters of the Rev. 
John Wesley, A.M., Standard Edition, 4 (London, 1931), 67-68. 
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This letter was his response to Taylor's The Scripture Doctrine of Original 
Sin, published in 1740. This was an openly Arminian refutation of the 
doctrine of original sin but, like Samuel Clarkes 1712 work, The scripture- 
doctrine of the Trinity, it attempted to draw out the Scripture doctrine 
by careful and detailed study of the divine word. Indeed, according to 
tradition, on his arrival in Norwich he encouraged his congregation to 
read Clarke's book.!!! In 1756 his congregation opened an opulent new 
meeting house, a building which Wesley disparaged but which was an 
eloquent expression of their self-confidence and their status within the 
locality. Taylor's address at the opening of the Octagon Chapel gives the 
most clear expression of the non-subscribing understanding of English 
Presbyterianism at this time, an attempt to reduce all bonds of union to a 
minimum, based upon scriptural revelation and repudiating all doctrinal 
names: 


We are Christians, and only Christian; a Name which in its original and 
true meaning includes all that is virtuous and amiable, just and good, 
noble and divine, excellent and heavenly ... Christians is the honourable 
Name we wear, as a glorious Diadem upon our Heads, in Token of the 
Favour of the father of the Universe, through Jesus Christ our Lord. Epis- 
copalians, Presbyterians, Independents, Baptists, Calvinists, Arminians, 
Arians, Trinitarians, and others, are Names of religious Distinctions. But, 
however we may commonly be ranked under any of these Divisions, we 
reject them all. We disown all Connection, excepting that of Love and 
Goodwill, with any Sect or Party whatsoever. We are a Society built and 
established, not upon any human Foundation, but only upon the Foun- 
dation of the Prophets and Apostles, of which Jesus Christ is the chief 
Corner-Stone. We are Christians, and only Christians. And we consider 
all our Fellow-Protestants of every Denomination in the same Light; only 
as Christians: and cordially embrace them all in Affection and Charity as 
such. Whatever peculiar Tenets they may hold, or in what respects soever 
they may differ from us, such Tenets and such Difference we consider not 
as affecting their Christian Character and Profession in general. 


Taylor was the most prominent English Presbyterian theologian of the 
mid-century and it was for his Hebrew Concordance that he was given 
the degree of DD by Glasgow University in 1756. The Concordance was 


111 A Sketch of the Life of The Late Dr John Taylor of Norwich (From “The Universal 
Theological Magazine &c” for July 1804), Corrected and enlarged 1813, 2 note 2, MS Taylor 
16 HMCO. 

1? John Taylor, The Glory of any House erected for public Worship, and the true Princi- 
ples, religious, civil and social of Protestant Dissenters. Represented in a Sermon Preached 
at the Opening of the New Chappel, in St. George's of Colgate, in Norwich. May the 12th. 
1756 (London, 1756), 12-13. 
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dedicated to the archbishops and bishops of England and Ireland and 
included an extensive list of subscribers containing twenty-two English 
bishops, fifteen Irish bishops and a host of prominent churchmen and 
Dissenters from both England and Ireland.!? 

Taylor was also centrally involved, although ultimately not very satis- 
factorily, in one ofthe main institutional ventures of Presbyterian dissent 
at this time. The establishment of the Warrington Academy in 1757 was 
the most ambitious of all the Dissenting Academies of the eighteenth cen- 
tury. It was the first attempt to set up a dissenting academy in the manner 
of a university with its own building, library, scientific apparatus and vari- 
ety of tutors who specialised in different fields.!!^ It was also very much a 
part of the non-subscribing tradition in England and has been described 
as “the first avowedly Arminian academy in England?!P 

John Taylor died in 1761. The Warrington Academy continued until 
1786, attracting a number of distinguished tutors to its staff and over the 
period of its existence it attracted a total of 390 students.!!^ Although it 
never quite established the national predominance that it needed follow- 
ing the closure of the academies at Findern and Kendal, it nevertheless 
represented the high water mark for the Presbyterian denomination in 
England. 


CONCLUSION 


Cossee has described the Remonstrance produced by the followers of 
Arminius in 1610 as setting out 


their views on how belief in the sovereignty of God could be reconciled 
with human responsibility and free will. Following Arminius, the Remon- 
strants made a powerful plea for acknowledgment ofa human contribution 
to the implementation of God's intention towards man. God's greatness 
must not preclude the recognition of people as responsible beings. They 
also pleaded the view that Christ came for all humanity. Finally, they took 


113 John Taylor, The Hebrew Concordance, adapted to the English Bible; disposed after 
the manner of Buxtorf, 2 vols. (London, 1754-1757), 1, 4-15. Minutes of Faculty, 29 April 
1756, 179, GUA 26640. 

14 G.A. Carter (ed.), The Warrington Academy by Rev William Turner (Warrington 
[1812], reprinted 1857). H. McLachlan, English Education, 209-229. P. O’Brien, Warring- 
ton Academy 1757-1786 Its predecessors and successors (Wigan, 1989). 

115 Bolam et al., English Presbyterians, 212. 

116 The Inrollment of the Students in the Academy at Warrington opened October 
XXIV MDCCLVI, MS Warrington 4, HMCO. 


198 DAVID STEERS 


the Scriptures as their sole rule of faith and considered man-made creeds as 
not binding upon the conscience of the faithful. The Remonstrants called 
for multiformity in the church on the basis of freedom and tolerance.!? 


These were exactly the kind of principles that animated most Presbyte- 
rians in England and a significant minority of Irish Presbyterians in the 
early eighteenth century. The only difference was a complete rejection of 
the use of creeds. These principles were generally communicated to the 
British Isles not directly but by various secondary routes, but they pro- 
vided the backbone for the theological outlook of the non-subscribing 
Presbyterians. This is often obscured partly by the fact that so much of 
the debate was focused on the issue of subscription—although this was 
entirely grounded on issues such as free will, the use of reason, the pri- 
macy of the scriptures, and the nature of salvation— but also by a desire to 
chart the spread of Arianism which while, certainly a contemporary con- 
cern, in fact over-estimated its prevalence. For various reasons, however, 
many historians from the nineteenth century onwards have focused on 
Arianism as a dominant theme amongst non-subscribers when in reality 
it was seldom present in the early part of the century and entirely subor- 
dinate to Arminianism as a defining factor of Presbyterian Dissent later 
in the century. 

Geoffrey Nuttall has differentiated between the "Arminianism of the 
head" of the Dissenters and the "Arminianism of the heart" of the Meth- 
odist followers of Wesley. He argues that: 


The Arminianism of the General Baptists and of the Dissenters at large was 
an Arminianism ofthe head. The conclusion that all men will be saved was 
a logical consequence of argument about the nature of God. There was as 
yet no thought of missions. Within a theology still largely necessitarian the 
doctrine that God wills all men to be saved could, in fact, be as inimical 
to the notion of missions as could the doctrine that God wills only some 
men to be saved. (...) Such a doctrine of general redemption, moreover, 
easily came to be associated with a doctrine of general revelation and this, 
in turn, with the reduction of the importance of the Incarnation in the plan 
of salvation.!!* 


Yet the Presbyterians did not move to a position that was negative or 
sterile; they were concerned to put forward a form of religion which, in 


117 Eric Cossee, ‘Our Liberal Protestant Heritage, A European Perspective in The Non- 
Subscribing Presbyterian (May 1997), 1088, 99. 

118 Geoffrey F. Nuttall, “The Influence of Arminianism in England; in Gerald O. McCul- 
loh (ed), Man's Faith and Freedom. The Theological Influence of Jacobus Arminius (New 
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their view, was true to the intentions of Christ and took away all that they 
thought inessential. As Jeremy Goring has asserted: “the Arminianism 
of the Presbyterians was no mere truncated or negative Calvinism into 
which men ‘lapsed’ or ‘drifted; but a positive attempt to revive what they 
conceived to be ‘primitive Christianity. "!'? 

Presbyterians in the seventeenth century had been Calvinists, yet they 
moved very rapidly to an Arminian position in the eighteenth century. 
They were unwilling Dissenters who also had a notion of inclusivity since, 
in England, they had been part of an established church until 1662 and 
in Ireland often formed a local majority in some places in the north and 
had close ties to the established church in Scotland. They did not consider 
themselves as a closed sect. An Arminian theology fitted in much more 
exactly with the new situation they found themselves in and was a form 
of faith adaptable to the position of the Presbyterian community which 
often represented a mercantile and proto-industrial stratum of society in 
the towns and cities which had an increasing interest in the advancement 
of education and learning.'”° 

Amongst Irish Presbyterians, after the initial divisions that concluded 
with the separation of the non-subscribers from the General Synod in 
1726, differences became less heated and non-subscription, and the the- 
ological implications that went with it, actually became more promi- 
nent within the General Synod. What was intended as a complete sev- 
erance of the non-subscribers actually proved to be no such thing. The 
wording of the overtures from the subscribing party and passed by the 
Synod excluded non-subscribers from "ministerial communion ... in 
Church Judicatories”!* but it could not prevent ordinary ministerial fel- 
lowship nor anticipate the growing latitude within the General Synod 
which encouraged this. Within ten years of the expulsion of the Pres- 
bytery of Antrim there was plenty to cause dismay within the Synod to 
the traditional Calvinist. 

George Cherry was a Glasgow graduate who became minister of Clare 
in 1725.'? In July 1736 he preached before the orthodox Synod of 
Armagh on the Duty of a Minister to be a Pattern of Good Works, telling 
those present that: 


119 Bolam et al, English Presbyterians, 23. 

120 Paul Langford, A Polite and Commercial People England 1727-1783 (Oxford 1989), 
73-74. 
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Without Forbearance and Moderation the Peace of the Church can never 
be effectually secured. There are but two Ways proposed as far as I know, 
for obtaining that desireable End: either that there should be a perfect 
Unanimity amongst Christians in Matters of faith, or that they should 
forbear one another in Things of lesser Importance. The first of these is 
never to be expected while we are in our present imperfect State, where 
there are such different Capacities among Men, such various Ways of 
obtaining Knowledge, and such a vast Diversity of Prejudices, arising from 
Education and other Circumstances in which God in his infinite Wisdom 
and Goodness, hath thought fit to place us.!7° 


Such preaching was typical of the practical advice that came to charac- 
terise much Presbyterian preaching at this time in both England and Ire- 
land. It had moved a long way from the Calvinism of the seventeenth 
century and would soon be challenged by other theological winds of 
doctrine coming from different directions, but it illustrates the domi- 
nance amongst Presbyterians, in the mid-eighteenth century, of a the- 
ology heavily influenced by Arminian ideas. 
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In memory of Elze Jan Kuiper (1929-2006) 


INTRODUCTION 


Arminius face is not half as well-known to the public as are his thoughts 
on the free will of mankind. Still, portraits of him made by various 
artists over a period of time, in several countries even, abound. The most 
striking about these portraits is that they, all but one, were designed after 
his death, and that they can be traced to a single prototype, which itself 
was based on a now lost original. The purpose of this essay is to catalogue 
these Arminius portraits, and to show how they evolved. 


THE EARLIEST PORTRAITS 


The oldest dated portrait of Arminius known to us is an engraving from 
the year of his death, 1609. The man in the bust portrait, facing right, can 
be identified by its title: Iacobus Arminius s.s. theologiae professor (cat. 
I.1.1.a).! The print is part of a booklet, produced in Leiden, at Andries 
Cloucqs: Icones ad vivum delineate et expresse ...;? it contains some 
thirty portraits of famous Leiden scholars, after engravings by G. Swan, 
whose name appears as such on the title page. This refers to Willem van 
Swanenburg (1580-1612) who used the first letter of the Latinised form 
of his first name (‘G’ stands for “Gulielmus’) to keep up with the style of 
the book? 


! For catalogue references, see next chapter. 

? [cones ad vivum delineate et expresse virorum clariorum qui precipue scriptis Aca- 
demiam Lvgdvno Batavam illustrarunt 1609. Hollstein 29, nr. 67. Hereafter referred to 
as Icones. For the bibliography of art-historical handbooks frequently used in both the 
text and the catalogue (like Hollstein's): see the list of cited handbooks, preceding the 
catalogue (p. 240). 

3 See R.E.O. Ekkart [bookreview], *Hollsteins Dutch and Flemish etchings, engra- 
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The book title, incorrectly, suggests that all the portraits were made ad 
vivum in 1609. As Swanenburg was born in 1580, it seems quite improb- 
able, impossible even, that he himself could have been the designer of 
all the portraits. Some of those portrayed had already left for a chair 
at another university, or had died long before the book was even pub- 
lished, and before Swanenburg could have been old enough to portray 
them. Consequently, at least for some of the engravings, he must have 
used already existing portraits, and fitted these into a composition of 
his own hand. This may very well be the reason why none of the por- 
traits in the Icones bear his signature: they were, after all, mostly done 
after works by other artists. Only the title page fully constituted Swa- 
nenburgs own artistic achievement. Scaliger’s portrait, for instance, was 
based upon an anonymous portrait, presently in Leiden University’s col- 
lections.* 

Since Arminius died unexpectedly, on 19 October 1609, the Swanen- 
burg portrait most probably was the last portrait to have been made of 
him: it was produced in that same year; and it was to play a crucial role 
in all portraits that were to follow. All portraits that have been produced 
after 1609 are therefore based upon another, already existing model. It 
has since long been assumed that Swanenburg composed Arminiuss por- 
trait after a now extinct portrait by Michiel Jansz. van Mierevelt. Already 
in 1849, Van Mierevelt was mentioned in connection with the Arminius 
portrait.” Paul Dirkse, however, considered the Swanenburg print as the 
"oerafbeelding van Arminius” (i.e. Arminiuss prototypal portrait"). 

Willem van Swanenburg was the son of painter and burgomaster 
Isaac Claesz. van Swanenburg (1537-1614). He belonged to a Leiden 
family of magistrates and artists.? The peak of his active life as an artist 
lay in the years 1606-1612. First and foremost, he was active as an 
engraver, but there are also two known drawings by him; allegorical 
and religious scenes after works by such famous artists as Petrus Paulus 
Rubens, Paulus Moreelse and Abraham Bloemaert are among his later 


vings and woodcuts ca. 1450-1700, vol. XXIX [...] 1984' in: De Boekenwereld 2 (1985- 
1986), 167-172. 

* See: Icones Leidenses. De portretverzameling van de Rijksuniversiteit te Leiden (Lei- 
den, 1973), 29. Hereafter referred to as LL. 

5 Documentation in the Kaiserliche Sammlungen, Wien. See further: note 17. 

6 See: Dirkse 1994, 85. 

7 See: Rudolf E.O. Ekkart, Isaac Claesz. van Swanenburg 1537-1614. Leids schilder en 
burgemeester (Zwolle, 1998). 

8 See: Ekkart 1998, 130-131. 
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Plate 1. Interior of Leiden University Library. Jan Cornelis van 't Woud 
(Johannes Woudanus), 1610. Amsterdam, Scheepvaartmuseum. 


works. Swanenburg is perhaps most renowned for his series of four 
prints of Leiden University in its early years (Library, Hortus Botanicus, 
Anatomy Theatre and the Fencing school) after drawings by Jan Cornelis 
van °t Woudt (Johannes Woudanus, ca. 1570-1615; pl. 1)? 

A well-known print by Swanenburg is the portrait (1608) of Leiden 
city secretary Jan van Hout (1542-1609).!° It clearly demonstrates Willem 
van Swanenburgs artistry in its delicately engraved lines and the realistic 
rendering of Van Hout’s features (pl. 2). The quality of these, and of some 
other portraits by Swanenburg, however, attain a far higher and livelier 
standard than does the Arminius portrait, and therefore there are good 
grounds to assume that Swanenburg has drawn Jan van Hout ad vivum, 


? Four engravings by Willem van Swanenburg after Jan Cornelis Woudanus (1610; 
Leiden, Academisch Historisch Museum, coll. Bodel Nijenhuis). 

10 Willem van Swanenburg, Portrait-engraving of Jan van Hout (1608), Regionaal 
Archief Leiden (hereafter mentioned as RAL). 
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Plate 2. Portrait of Jan van Hout. Willem van 
Swanenburg, 1608. © Regionaal Archief Leiden. 
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prior to making the engraving. Of course, Swanenburg had to produce 
quite a number of portraits in a limited period of time, and this may well 
have been the reason why the quality in the Icones does not equal the high 
standard of the single prints. 

Perhaps it is the Van Hout portrait, that will lead us to the identity 
of Swanenburgs teacher. Ekkart has suggested that this could very well 
have been the Antwerp-born Jacques de Gheyn (1565-1629).!! During 
his Leiden years (1596-1601/2), De Gheyn got in touch with the newly 
established university. His contemporary work is closely related to the 
university and its population. Hugo de Groot, for instance, wrote many 
texts for De Gheyns engravings." 

The first impression of the Icones is that of rather a dull collection of 
faces of men, all dressed in more or less the same mode and manner. 
The only variation, it seems, lies in the direction that they are facing: to 
the right, to the left, or straight ahead. But at second glance, the learned 
men almost all have kept their own individuality. There is, for instance, 
the already mentioned, highly impressive face of Justus Scaliger with his 
penetrating look and very recognisable features. Carolus Clusius, the 
famous botanist, is dressed in a jacket with what, most appropriately, 
seems to be an all-over pattern of leaves. In this print collection, Petrus 
Molineus in his "French costume" constitutes a strikingly rare example 
ofa light and brightly, fashionably dressed scholar. Even in this small col- 
lection of portraits it proves possible to create variation—albeit small—in 
the reproduction ofthe faces of men. Willem van Swanenburg most prob- 
ably was both the inventor and engraver of some of these prints, accord- 
ing to Ekkart." 

The framework of the Swanenburg portraits is the same in all in- 
stances: a bust of a man, mounted in an oval. In a rectangular frame at 
the bottom, in capitals, are his Latinised name and academic function; 
the height of the frame is no higher than the two lines of text, the width 
no wider than the image. 


11 See: Ekkart 1998, 130. 

12 See: LQ. van Regteren Altena, Jacques de Gheyn. Three Generations (The Hague/Bos- 
ton/London, 1983). 

B In LL. nr 29, Ekkart suggests that indeed the Scaliger portrait was done after 
the panel in the collection of Leiden University by the so called Master of the Adie 
Lambrechtsz. portrait. Currently, though, this painting is referred to as 'an anonymous 
portrait of 1601. 

14 See: Ekkart 1998, 130, n. 63. Molineus had already left Leiden in 1598. 
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Plate 3. D'Arminiaensche Dreckwaghen (‘Arminian Dung-Cart). 
Anonymous, 1618/19. © Utrecht, Museum Catharijneconvent. 


There are many separate copies of the portraits as well; one should not 
exclude the possibility that such a single sheet of, for instance, Scaliger 
or Clusius, or even Arminius, was in fact cut out of a copy of the 
Icones. All those loose sheets and papers can be misleading, especially 
when something goes wrong in organising them. The portrait of the 
physician Petrus Forestus, for instance, has been mistakenly regarded as 
a print by Hendrick Goltzius." Goltzius did indeed provide the model 
after which Swanenburg composed his print, but the copy in London 
(British Library), catalogued as a print by Goltzius, is definitely one of 
the Swanenburg single prints. 

In trying to analyse the Arminius portraits, the Swanenburg print 
plays a key role because all later pictures seem to have been based 
upon it, where Arminiuss features are concerned. The bald forehead, 
moustache and pointed beard are his most striking features. A kind and 
soft expression are on his face. Various artists have adapted the familiar 
expression to their own compositional inventions, but they all elaborated 
the same theme. Even on some so-called spotprenten, political or satirical 


15 See: Marieke de Winkel, Fashion and Fancy. Dress and meaning in Rembrandt 
Paintings (Amsterdam, 2006), 37 (pl. 7). 
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cartoons on early seventeenth-century (religious) events, for instance on 
the Arminiaensche Dreckwaghen (‘Arminian Dung-Cart’) we see that the 
artist tried his best to give the men on the cart enough characteristic 
features to be able to distinguish them by their looks (pl. 3). These 
cartoons are not being dealt with in this essay, however. Their aim was not 
in the first place to provide a lookalike portrait, but to comment critically 
on contemporary, religious events. 


PROTOTYPE? 


Ekkart indirectly suggested that Swanenburg must have based his por- 
trait upon a now extinct bust of Arminius by Michiel Jansz. van Miere- 
velt (1567-1641). The portrait by Hieronymus van der Mij (1687-1761) 
in the Leiden University Senaatskamer (‘Senate Room’) that was made 
around 1735 (cat. IV.5; pl. 6) led Ekkart to this assumption.!6 The com- 
plex material concerning the presupposed prototypal portrait painting 
circles around a portrait by Van Mierevelt that until now could not be 
traced, and of which it is even uncertain whether it ever existed. The idea 
of Van Mierevelt as the painter of such a prototypal portrait must have 
originated in the attribution of a panel in Vienna: since 1849 it has been 
called ‘Bildnis des Jacob Harmensen. Nach: Michiel Jansz. van Mierevelt!? 
Consequently, the mention of a prototypal portrait by Van Mierevelt is 
based upon a nineteenthcentury attribution. That there is, has been, or 
could have been, a bust of Arminius by Van Mierevelt is in fact merely 
a hypothesis. Indeed, in style and subject the Vienna panel does corre- 
spond with Van Mierevelt’s early work, but it is neither signed nor dated. 
It may not even be an original, but a copy after, possibly, Van Mierevelt.'? 
Later portraits, as Lubienitzki's of ca. 1703 (cat. IV.4) were, indeed obvi- 
ously and in detail, based upon the Viennese portrait (cat. IV.1).? Both 
the Van der Mij portrait and the Viennese panel will be discussed exhaus- 
tively later on. 


16 See: LL. 45. 

17 Thanks to Christine Surtman (Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum), who provided 
me with some inventorial data. 

'8 Tt is very difficult to determine whether it is either a copy or an original, let alone 
judge about the authorship, on the basis of an electronic scan only. I have not been able 
to look at the panel myself. 

19 Later on in this essay, the attention will be focused on the whole group of paintings 
after this particular type, with a paper scroll and some books at his side. 
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If there existed an Arminius portrait by Van Mierevelt, it is very likely 
that it constituted the model for Swanenburg as well. In other words: both 
Swanenburg and Van der Mij could have based their Arminius portraits 
on the same untraceable portrait, presumably done by Van Mierevelt, 
whereas Van der Mij, more than one hundred years later, also had other 
examples at his disposal: the 1614 copy of the Swanenburg print in the 
Alma Academia (cat. 1.2.1), for instance. As in Van der Mijs portrait, its 
subject also, is facing left. 

Michiel Jansz. van Mierevelt was a Delft painter, who, throughout his 
life, lived and worked in his hometown—except for two years he spent 
in Utrecht as an apprentice at Anthonie Blocklandt’s (1533/4-1583). In 
1607, he became official painter to the stadholder court. Van Mierevelt, 
pre-eminently a portrait painter, served princely circles in The Hague; 
he received commissions from members of the corps diplomatique as 
well as from the nobility of the Dutch Republic. Later on, his customers 
came more and more from all parts of the Dutch Republic. Johannes 
Wtenbogaert, for instance, in 1631, posed for the master on the latter's 
serious request; a note on the occasion is found in Wtenbogaerts diary.” 
Van Mierevelts clients could particularly be found in other circles than 
those in which Arminius usually moved. Van Mierevelt, however, was 
one of the leading portraitists in those days, and the way in which he 
immortalised his commissioners set a firm standard for decades to follow. 

In speculating upon the author of a prototypal portrait of Arminius, 
some other names may be taken into consideration as well. Arminius 
was a Leiden citizen since 1603, when he was ordained professor in 
Theology at Leiden University. A Leiden artist like David Bailly (1584- 
1657), for instance, may come into the picture: he portrayed Lijsbet Reael, 
Arminiuss wife, in 1620 (pl. 4), and also portrayed Leiden professors— 
albeit somewhat later on in the century. Bailly was most probably taught 
in Leiden by Jacques de Gheijn, as was Willem van Swanenburg: they 
might well have been classmates.”! To obtain a model for his engraving 
of Arminius, it must have been easy for Swanenburg to get hold of a 
panel by Bailly. But Bailly left his home town at the end of 1608 for 
a foreign trip; he returned in 1613. Yet it is not even clear whether 


20 Dirkse 1994, 92. 

?! See on Bailly: J. Bruyn, ‘David Bailly; in Oud Holland 66 (1951), 148-164, 212-227. 
See also: Christiaan Vogelaar, ‘Schilderen en bouwen voor burgerij en stad; in R.C.J. van 
Maanen (ed.), Leiden. De geschiedenis van een Hollandse stad 2 (Leiden, 2003), 154. 
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Plate 4. Portrait of Lijsbet Reael. David Bailly, 1620. Rotterdam, 
Remonstrantse Gemeente. (© Gemeentearchief, Rotterdam) 
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he worked in Leiden before he went abroad.” So, if ever he portrayed 
Arminius, it must have been in or before 1608. But this should be hard to 
prove, and, furthermore, nothing is known about Bailly's earliest works. 

Bailly's teacher in Amsterdam was the Antwerp-born Cornelis van der 
Voort (1576-1624). He was the leading portrait painter in Amsterdam 
in the early 1600s. Laurens Reael (1583-1637), Arminiuss brother-in- 
law, was depicted full-length by Van der Voort in 1620.? The Reaels 
were an influential Amsterdam family, and Arminius served as a minister 
in Amsterdam before he became a professor in Leiden in 1603. The 
Arminius portrait in the Rotterdam kerkenraadskamer (‘church council 
room’) has already been connected with Van der Voort.” But until now 
toolittle is known about his early works to be able to say anything sensible 
about Van der Voort’s possible authorship of a portrait of Arminius. 

Yet, the possibility that it was Swanenburg himself who portrayed 
Arminius cannot be ruled out altogether. As an engraver, he must either 
have had access to an already existing portrait as an example for his print, 
just as he had for other portraits in the Icones. Or, on the other hand, 
he also could have drawn the model himself, in which case he proba- 
bly worked ad vivum. As Ekkart demonstrated, Willem van Swanenburg 
possessed enough skills to perform as a draughtsman as well.? Some 
of his engraved portraits, notably his Heinsius (1607), and Gomarus 
(1608), were done after his own drawings.” Either way, Arminius must 
have been "alive and kicking" when he posed for any prototypal pic- 
ture. 

Summarising, there are two instances in which Van Mierevelt can be 
connected with a portrait of Arminius, but in both cases we are left with 
secondary sources, or even no sources at all. In addition, the two por- 
traits are quite different. On the one hand, there is a bust that, so far, 
could not be traced to any original; on the other, there is a portrait that 


22 J, Bruyn, ‘Bailly, David; in Jane Turner (ed.), The Grove Dictionary of Art. From 
Rembrandt to Vermeer. Seventeenth Century Dutch Artists (New York, 2000). 

? Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, SK-A 3741. 

% See: Marijke van der Meij-Tolsma, ‘Een gemeente gespiegeld in haar voorgangers. 
De portrettencollectie van de Remonstrantse Gemeente Rotterdam; in Tjaard Barnard 
and Eric Cossee (eds.), Arminianen in de Maasstad. De Remonstrantse Gemeente Rotter- 
dam (Amsterdam, 2008, 2nd ed.), 189-258, cat. 1, 205 and following. 

?5 See Ekkart 1998, 130. 

26 There are copies of both the Heinsius and the Gomarus portrait print for instance 
in Leiden (AHM/BN), Amsterdam (Rijksmuseum / Rijksprentenkabinet) and Utrecht 
(Museum Catharijneconvent). See: R.E.O. Ekkart, ‘Iconografie van Daniel Heinsius; in: 
Jaarboek Centraal Bureau voor Genealogie, 1974, 46-62. 
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was attributed to Van Mierevelt and in which Arminius is more "actively" 
portrayed, with attributes that are uniquely related to him. It seems that 
each portrait shows a different side of Arminius: the bust is what we 
would call an official portrait of a scholar. The other shows a more infor- 
mal Arminius; this portrait was perhaps intended for private or fam- 
ily use, or ordered by a faithful supporter of his religious views.” Cor- 
nelis van der Voort and David Bailly, Willem van Swanenburg, and also 
Michiel van Mierevelt: ultimately all have something that could be held 
against them as convincing candidates, responsible for producing the 
prototypal painting of Arminius. Until such a portrait shall be revealed— 
if ever—, in this essay, the Swanenburg print in the Icones, being the earli- 
est portrait of Arminius, will be taken as a starting point. And until such 
time, the Rotterdam portrait of 1615 (cat. IV.2) still remains the oldest 
dated painting known to us. 


DRESS 


The separate portraits in the Icones, and thus also the Arminius portrait, 
are part of a tradition of the so-called ‘geleerdenportret’ (‘scholars por- 
trait’). Since the foundation of Leiden University in 1575, this pictorial 
genre became customary in Holland too.?? In countries with an older uni- 
versity tradition, Italy, Germany and France, for instance, such portraits 
were already being made. The clothing of the portrayed men also helps to 
identify them as professors, as we will see later on, even though nothing 
like a dress code for professors existed in those days. 


27 Cf. Abraham Anthonisz. Recht, who ordered a portrait of the future leader of the 
remonstrants, Johannes Wtenbogaert. Rembrandt painted this famous work in 1633 
(Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. nr. SK- A-4885). See on this portrait a.o. P.P.W.M. Dirkse, 
"Portretschilderijen van “Arminiaense Santen”; in T.G. Kootte et al. (ed.), exh. cat. Rekke- 
lijk of precies. Remonstranten en contraremonstranten ten tijde van Maurits en Oldenbar- 
nevelt (Utrecht, 1994) Museum Catharijneconvent, 92; and S.A.C. Dudok van Heel, De 
jonge Rembrandt onder tijdgenoten. Godsdienst en schilderkunst in Leiden en Amsterdam, 
(Nijmegen/Rotterdam, 2006), 251 ff. 

28 See, for the history of the ‘geleerdenportret’ a.o. Antoine Bodar, ‘Erasmus en het 
geleerdenportret; in H. Blasse-Hegeman et al. (ed.), Leids Kunsthistorisch Jaarboek VIII, 
(The Hague, 1990), 17-68; Ekkart et al, 1991; Ellinoor Bergvelt et al. (ed), Kleurrijke 
Professoren/ Colourful Professors, (Amsterdam, 2007); Van der Meij-Tolsma 2008, 191- 
197. Ekkart 1973, 9-39: on the history of the Leiden University portrait gallery. More 
extensive: see R.E.O. Ekkart, Portraits in Leiden University Library; Quaerendo 5 (1975), 
52-65. 
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A tabbaard, a woollen or cloth gown, often lined with fur, was the 
unofficial dress for magistrates, men of letters and ministers.” A fur 
collar was often attached to the gown, or a fur stole worn over it. However, 
that does not necessarily mean that a portrait, on which a fur stole is 
worn, was made in the cold days of wintertime:?? of thirty portraits in 
one of the Leiden issues of the Icones, seventeen of the professors wear 
a fur stole. A fur stole was another way of emphasising dignity, power 
and respect. In Leiden, for instance, already in the fifteenth century city 
magistrates received payment in kind in the form of an annual piece 
of cloth, to assure that at least they were dressed correctly when in 
function.?! 

Not every man who wore a tabbaard and a fur stole was either a minis- 
ter, magistrate or professor. Both the gown and fur stole were traditional 
dress for elderly men in general. It was, in fact, an old-fashioned costume, 
but very cosy and warm in cold Dutch winters. Or, as Marieke de Winkel 
puts it: ^By the seventeenth century, the outmoded tabbaard, together 
with its connotations of old age, learning and tradition, was destined to 
become the official dress of the Dutch academic, legal and ecclesiasti- 
cal professions, for centuries to come??? To this enumeration, the magis- 
trates should be added. 

It is especially noteworthy that also ministers of the protestant church 
wore a tabbaard: Arminius was both an ordained minister and a pro- 
fessor in theology. In his portraits, the difference between his roles and 
functions cannot be detected in his dress. Other elements have been used 
to portray Arminius as a learned man, or as a husband. 

Based on their composition, all existing Arminius portraits can rough- 
ly be divided into three types: the bust, the portrait at half-length with a 
scroll of paper in his hands, and the full-length portrait. 


?? See De Winkel 2006. The first chapter of her book is dedicated to the iconography 
of the tabbaard. 

30 Dudok van Heel 2006, 208, follows De Winkel in her suggestion that the old- 
fashioned winter tabbaards the Anslo-couple are wearing on the Rembrandt painting in 
Berlin, led to the conclusion that Rembrandt must have started working on the painting 
before spring was in the air, that is before may 1641. 

31 Van Maanen 2002, 86/7. 

32 See: De Winkel 2006, 27-50, not. 50. 
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THE Bust 


There are several variations on the right-facing bust by Swanenburg, 
which was the source for even the most elaborate portraits. Two basic 
groups can be distinguished within the group of portraits after this print: 
those facing right, and those facing left. There are about as many pictures 
where the subject is facing right as where it is facing left. Obviously, the 
left- and right-facing prints are in fact the same type of portrait, because, 
when a print is being copied, the engraver sometimes forgets, or chooses 
to forget, that, if he wants a true copy, he should chisel the copperplate 
backwards. Still, hereafter both types will largely be treated as if they form 
the same kind of pictures. Any engraver must have known the effect a 
mirror image of his copperplate would have. 

The most direct copy after Swanenburg is the portrait in the Alma 
Academia of 1614, which is facing left. At first glance it seems a very 
faithful copy indeed, but, apart from the lesser technical skills of the 
artist, there are some striking differences. The number of buttons differs 
(Swanenburg drew ten buttons, Arminius in the Alma Academia has 
only nine), and the Swanenburg print in the Icones is more spacious, less 
cramped in its frame. 

An extremely rare original is the, probably eighteenth-century, little 
portrait on an ivory medallion (cat. V.4) onto which Arminiuss features 
have been engraved. It measures only 7 by 5 centimetres, and it is deli- 
cately carved. It is, in its turn, a direct copy after the Alma Academia por- 
trait, and as such facing left. Unfortunately, until now nothing is known 
about its origin, and so far, no other instance is known of any medallion 
bearing the engraved portrait of a religious, protestant leader.?? 

There are, however, some other “mini-portraits” known to us. One is 
a copy of a very small portrait entitled IACOBUS ARMINIUS ‘Theol. 
Prof. Leijdens (cat. 1.1.3) which has probably been cut out of the book 
it was an illustration of.”* Another is a small portrait in a round frame; 
the portrait, visibly, was cut out of a sheet, and has an extensive hand- 
written short biography underneath (cat. I.1.6). The writing is in eigh- 
teenth-century manuscript; it was certainly not written by Johannes 
Tiberius Bodel Nijenhuis (1797-1872), to whose collection this print 


33 Kind information of Tanja Kootte, Utrecht, Museum Catharijneconvent. 
34 In: Paulus Freher, Theatrum virorum eruditione clarorum ... (Noribergae [...], 
1688). 
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Plate 5a.'Monument voor de Remonstranten’ (Monument for the 
Remonstrants’). G. Kitsen, after J. Jelgershuis. 1795. © Bijzondere 
Collecties, Universiteitsbibliotheek, Universiteit van Amsterdam 
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Plate 5b. Detail from 5a. 


belonged.” Of which print this portrait did form a part is unknown. At 
top of the Monument voor de Remonstranten, a late eighteenth-century 
depiction of the history of the Remonstrantse Broederschap, as if it were a 
comic strip, is a small Arminius portrait, facing right. In one collection, 
this little portrait was found as an independent artwork, and catalogued 
as such, but at second glance it proved to be a cut out of a copy of 
the Monument (pl. 5a and pl. 5b). Such very small prints were perhaps 
intended to be used as book illustrations. Furthermore, two small pen 
drawings by Johan Faber (ca. 1655-1721) are kept in an (also drawn) 
frame, one of them is on parchment (cat. nrs. V.2 and V.3). 


Texts on the portraits 


One way of adding some spice to the, otherwise quite formal, composi- 
tion, was to mount the portrait in a decorated framework. Pieter van der 
Aa (1683-1730) refurbished a Swanenburg copperplate which he used as 
an illustration in his Effigies.” He added a second plate in order to print 
a stylish frame around the portrait (cat. II.1.e); he actually even added a 
third plate to make an even broader frame (cat. I.1.1.f). Thus, Van der Aa 


35 Part of the collection of J.T. Bodel Nijenhuis is now at Leiden University Library. 
By comparing his handwriting to that on the print, it was established that the two 
handwritings are not identical. 

36 In: Fundatoris, Curatorum et Professorum celeberrimorum, ... etc., Effigies, Leide, 
zj. [ca. 1723], ed. Pieter van der Aa. Hereafter mentioned as: Effigies. 
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also managed to produce an Arminius portrait in a “broad frame,” and 
even one in a “very broad frame" (cat. II.1.£).?7 On both prints, Van der 
Aa also added some text in applying Arminiuss motto, and by putting 
his own name very much in the picture—literally.?? The engraving is 
of a lesser quality than the original Swanenburg print, most clearly in 
Arminiuss facial expression. Van der Aa used the original worn copper- 
plate, and did some “Photoshopping” on it in his Effigies. 

The texts, added to the Arminius portraits, vary in character. The 
simplest ones, such as the Vinkelesprint (cat. II.3.a), only inform us about 
his name. The Icones also mention which position he occupied: Iacobus 
Arminius S.S. Theologiae Professor. The personal texts can extend to dates 
of birth and death, the places of birth and death, which positions he 
ever occupied—in Arminiuss case it looks more or less like a modern 
newspapers obituary. 

The addition of Arminius’s motto Bona conscientia paradisus, “a good 
conscience is like a paradise,’ provides us with an insight into his opinions 
and about his views. The more elaborate texts are ofa literary nature. They 
are all intended to praise Arminius, and mourn his death. They are writ- 
ten as poems and are either in Dutch or in Latin; also occurring are text 
versions in both languages, put next to each other as each other' transla- 
tions (e.g. cat. IT.1.1.a and Il.ı.2.a). In all instances these poems were not 
written by the engraver, but by good friends of Arminius, by relatives or 
by sympathisers. Laurens Reael, his brother in law, also a member of the 
Muider Kring, wrote eight Latin lines on Arminius. Of Eduardus Poppius, 
only his initials were added to the two lines he composed on Arminius 
(cat. I.2.2).? In comparison to the prints, Arminius’s writings and books 
are depicted on painted portraits only (cat. nrs. V.1, V.2, V.4). Only once, 
in an eighteenth-century print, Arminiuss coat of arms has been depicted 
(cat. I.1.4). 

Later on, printing techniques having started their large-scale expanse, 
and lithography replacing the old engraving techniques, the portrait 
seems to fade away in the background (cat. I.1.8, I.1.11). Hardly any other 
texts were added apart from Arminiuss name. In one instance some more 
information has been added; most interesting, here, is the remark that it 


37 The catalogue of the Regionaal Archief Leiden literally uses the words “in zeer breed 
randwerk" and *in breed randwerk" for the two works mentioned. 

38 See Hollstein (Dutch), Swanenburg 67. 

?? For the texts of the poems and other captions: see Appendix 1. See also the catalogue 
of portraits, passim. 
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Plate 6. Senaatskamer, Leiden University. © Photo: Leiden University. 


was “Engraved by Thomson from a rare Dutch print? (see cat. nr. 1.8). 
Mass production has taken over the more artistic and (in spite of its tech- 
nique) unique character of the copper engraving; the portrait is now also 
being used in illustrated magazines, which are distributed in thousands of 
copies.“ The expression of the face, thus far known to us, more and more 
becomes that of another man, it seems. In one instance, Arminius even 
wears his hair fashionably, à la mode Napoléon (cat. I.1.7). But the Swa- 
nenburg print is still recognisable as the ultimate example for all portraits. 


SENAATSKAMER PORTRAIT 


Among the portraits in the Senaatskamer of the Academiegebouw of Lei- 
den University, which is adorned by many portraits of Leiden professors 
from the early days until now (pl. 6), there is also one of Arminius.“ 
Hieronymus van der Mij (1687-1761) was a Leiden artist who had been 
commissioned to deliver portraits of both living professors, as well as pic- 


40 See a.o. Harpers Monthly, 1881, 496. 

^! The restauration of the Academiegebouw almost having been completed, the Armi- 
nius portrait now is back in the Senaatskamer, on the wall to the left of the chimney-piece, 
second from the right, top row. 
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tures after older, already existing paintings of their deceased colleagues 
since the foundation of the university in 1575. It is in the scope of this lat- 
ter category that Van der Mijs portrait of Arminius has to be regarded. It 
was painted circa 1735, when the Senaatskamer was redecorated. 

There are several known derivations and variations on the bust by Van 
der Mij in Leiden University (cat. nrs. IV.6, IV.7, IV.8). The Nauta-van der 
Hoeven portrait, for instance, is very closely related to it: its unknown 
artist even rendered his own interpretation of the frame Van der Mij 
invented, and, what's more, added his own version of various texts on the 
earlier prints, including Arminiuss motto. Bona Conscientia Paradisus 
thus became Tandem Bona Causa Triumphat (cat. IV.6). 

Van der Mij as well as the “master” of the Nauta-van der Hoeven por- 
trait and the other portraits after Van der Mij, have done quite mediocre 
reproductions of Arminius; that could imply that they have both worked 
after an engraving, such as the Alma Academia-print, and not after a 
painted picture that would give them more to hold on to for their own 
composition. But, whats more, Van der Mij had to do quite a number of 
paintings, and apparently was not that gifted as to be able to produce 
quality under pressure. This circumstance is also inherent to the aim 
of such galleries, according to Ekkart: ^... what was wanted were rec- 
ognizable representations of certain persons, and whether the pictures 
were original masterpieces by talented artists or poor copies of copies 
of unaesthetic originals was totally irrelevant. Collections such as that in 
the Leiden Library were [...] built up [...] to serve a purely iconographic 
function: in other words they aim at bringing together portraits of per- 
sons considered noteworthy in one particular field of human activity or 
another"? 

The paintings after the Van der Mij portrait clearly show that their 
artists must have been familiar with the painting in the Leiden Senaats- 
kamer, considering, for instance, the similarities in the framework. It is 
likely to suggest that the Van der Mij portrait already existed before the 
others, that are so obviously related to it, because this portrait had an 
official status as part of both a public and an official room in the uni- 
versity building. The Leiden Academy was (and is) a publicly accessible 
building, so, in principle, anyone could have known the portraits in the 
Senaatskamer. In addition, especially to remonstrant Leiden alumni, this 
portrait must have had some kind of an "iconic" meaning. Mrs. Nauta- 


? Ekkart 1975, 64/5. 
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van der Hoeven, for instance, was a descendant of Arminius, and the 
panel has been in her family for ages. It is very likely, in this view, that 
remonstrants at home, and congregations all over the Netherlands, would 
want to possess a picture of their own “saint Arminius.” That could be 
another explanation as to why there are so relatively many variations 
of this type of Arminius portraits, and why there are relatively many 
"amateurish" products on the market. 

In fact, larger remonstrant congregations had, and still have, their 
own Arminius portraits: e.g. in Rotterdam, there are two portraits, the 
older of which was bequeathed to the congregation in 1724." Lubienitzky 
made his interpretation of Arminius in assignment by the Amsterdam 
kerkenraad (cat. IV.4), and the remonstrants in The Hague still hold a 
portrait at their premises (cat. IV.7). It seems that, just as nowadays, 
most of the copies are to be found in Holland, although there were 
also remonstrant congregations elsewhere in the Netherlands, from the 
foundation of the Remonstrantse Broederschap in 1619 onwards. 


THE ARMINIUS PORTRAIT AT HALF-LENGTH 


Arminiuss looks on the Swanenburg print have been maintained 
throughout later compositions. By portraying Arminius seated in a chair, 
and by giving him an object in his hands, or even by placing him in his 
imaginary study, the image became much livelier than the plain bust. It 
also gave the artist more freedom to compose an artful scene. Especially 
the suggestion of Arminius sitting in his study opens a world of possibil- 
ities to create a vivid picture of the learned man, with whom we become 
even more familiar through the addition of some of his identifiable writ- 
ings as iconographical items. But it still and always is the same face that 
we see. 

The first work in which this type of portrait appears seems to have been 
the Viennese composition, which was already attributed to Michiel van 
Mierevelt in 1849 (cat. IV.1). Compositional eyecatcher of the painting is 
the obtuse triangle formed by the head and both of Arminiuss hands. On 
the scroll in his right hand, his motto can be discerned: Bona conscientia 
paradisus. His left hand is on an open book. It is difficult to read exactly 


“ Kind information by Mr. Gerhard J. Nauta, grandson to Mrs. Nauta-van der Hoe- 
ven, who provided me with a picture of the portrait. 
^ Van der Meij-Tolsma 2008, 205. 
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what is printed on, what seems to be, the title page, but another Arminius 
portrait, in Utrecht, may help in solving this question. 

Around 1700, Christoffel Lubienitzki (ca. 1660-1749) made a portrait 
of Arminius for the collection of portraits of the Amsterdam Remon- 
strant Church at the Keizersgracht (cat. IV.4). Paul Dirkse suggested 
that the origins of this collection can be found with the Remonstrant 
Seminary, that was founded on 28 October 1634. It provided for the 
training of remonstrant ministers at the Amsterdam Athenaeum Illus- 
tre.* The composition scheme of Lubienitzki’s canvas is based upon the 
anonymous Vienna-panel, without it being a true copy. The book on 
which Arminius holds his left hand appears in both paintings, how- 
ever. Lubienitzki gives it a more prominent position by illuminating 
the title page of the book, and by placing it in a more upright posi- 
tion. The lettering can easily be read, better than on the book of the 
Vienna panel, and it can thus be identified as a publication of the ami- 
cable correspondence on predestination between Arminius and Fran- 
ciscus Junius: JACOBI ARMIN[II] VETERAQUINATTIS] S. THEOLO- 
GIAE DOCTO[RIS] [eximii] AMICA CUM D. FRANCISCO JUN[IO] DE 
PR/EDESTINATIONE per litteras habita COLLATIO. LUGDUNI BATA- 
VORUM APUD GODEFRIDUM BASSON M.D.C.XIII. Only a few let- 
ters are clearly discernable on the Vienna painting, but by comparing 
these few letters with the booktitle and the outline of the title page on the 
Utrecht canvas, it can indeed be deduced that the book is a copy of the 
correspondence between Arminius and his Leiden predecessor Junius as 
well.*6 Both painters, however, have freely adapted the size of the book 
to their own demands. In reality, it is not as big as it seems on Lubien- 
itzky's work, and it does not have as many pages as on the Vienna panel. 
Although not all of the books on the (scan of the) Vienna panel bear 
visible titles, those on Lubienitzky's work do: from left to right we read 
AUGUSTINUS, BIBLIA SACRA and PARAP[hrases in Novum Testamen- 
tum] ERA[smi]. On the scroll in Arminiuss right hand is, on both por- 
traits, his motto: Bona conscientia paradisus. The lettering in the left-hand 
corner of the panel only gives Arminiuss dates; his name is mentioned 
on the bookpage. If Arminius had not yet been recognised through his 


^5 About the history of the Remonstrants Seminarium: see a.o. G.J. Heering and 
G.J. Sirks, Het Seminarium der Remonstranten Driehonderd Jaar 1634-1934 (Amsterdam, 
1934); G.J. Hoenderdaal and P.M. Luca (eds.), Staat in de vrijheid. De geschiedenis van de 
remonstranten (Zutphen, 1982). 

6 Amica cum D. Franc. Junio de praedestinatione per litteras habita collatio (Leiden, 
1613), at G. Basson. 
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features alone, the books and motto would have sufficed to present the 
key for a positive identification. 

The book provides us with a terminus postquem for the Vienna paint- 
ing: since the book was first published in 1613, the painting could not 
have been finished or even conceptualised before that same year. The 
Viennese panel is, in any event, a posthumous portrait. 

On either of the two paintings, is Arminius’s head level. There are 
several later prints on which his face, pulled out of position, has been 
adapted in the exact same way: on the Vinkeles print, for instance (cat. 
III.3.a), and on Jan Caspar Philipss print (cat. IIT.2). They are both in fact 
fragments of the half-length portrait, although it is not altogether clear 
whether or not Arminius is seated, as on the paintings. 

Apparently, regarding the peculiar tilt of the head, both Philips and 
Vinkeles literally reproduced the older paintings. It is as if the head 
does not belong to the body, as if it has simply been thrown onto a 
torso, or onto a heap of clothes. This is a routine, of course, not entirely 
unfamiliar to graphic and portraitists practices, and could therefore 
be an indication that it was indeed a panel made in a workshop, like 
the one that Van Mierevelt was running in Delft. Too little is known, 
unfortunately, about Van Mierevelt and his workshop, especially about 
the earlier years, to conclude on anything that might point to allegedly 
workshop-like practices. The works that can be classified under the third 
category of portraits (Arminius standing in his study) also have, as we will 
see later on, that same peculiar tilt of the head (cat. II.1.1.a and II.2.1.a). 

The portrait in the so-called Arminiuskamer of the Rotterdam remon- 
strant church is based upon the same scheme as the Vienna portrait 
(cat. IV.3); similar to the Philips and Vinkelesprints, this is also a frag- 
ment. Philips stays even closer to this painting and to the Viennese panel, 
for his Arminius also holds a scroll in his right hand; and his print, 
too, like the Rotterdam panel, is facing right. Some clarifying lines have 
been written in the left-hand corner of the panel: obijt Anno. Domini. 
M.D.C.LX./OCTOBR. DIE XIX/Aetatis suae L/Pinxit post obitum. No 
matter how informative this comment on the painting may seem, it does 
not throw any light upon its dating (except that it has a terminus post 
quem (1609) by the addition of Pinxit post obitum) nor on its authorship. 
The dating of the Reael portrait is undisputed, because it is dated authen- 
tically, on the panel itself—1620. Paul Dirkse suggested that Lijsbet Reael 
commissioned her portrait as a memory to her fiftieth birthday. That in 
itself is a memorable age, but since her husband had died also when he 
was in his fiftieth year, and because this fact was added to Arminiuss 
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portrait, that age must have been of even more importance and meaning 
to Lijsbet Reael. She is wearing her wedding ring: she is definitely painted 
as "the wife of? 

Today, the Arminius portrait forms a pair with the portrait of his wife, 
Lijsbet Reael (1569-1648), as they hang on the wall in the Arminius- 
kamer; Arminius is on the left, facing right, Lijsbet Reael is on the right, 
facing left (pl. 4). They married in 1590. In a delicate running script her 
age is mentioned, as well as the year in which the painting was produced: 
Aetatis Suae L. Ao 1620. The hand of the artist and the hand in which 
this line has been written were immediately recognised by Rudi Ekkart 
as that of David Bailly. It is because of this attribution that, earlier on, the 
suggestion was made that Bailly can be named as a candidate who may 
have painted the prototype of the Arminius portrait. The two portraits 
have been together at least since 1794, when they were bequeathed 
as a pair to the Rotterdam remonstrant congregation." It is therefore 
quite plausible that these two paintings have always been together as a 
couple. 

Does the dating of the Lijsbet Reael portrait imply that the portrait of 
her husband was painted in the same year? And have the two portraits 
been painted by one and the same master? The Arminius portrait has 
been painted more smoothly and keeps more of a distance than the Reael 
portrait; it is hard to detect a single brushstroke. The quality of both 
paintings differs. Lijstbeth Reael's portrait was done by a more skilful 
artist than her husband's. She was unmistakably portrayed from life. Her 
red, blushy cheeks and her lively complexion indicate that she must have 
been a healthy woman, quite the opposite of her husband, who, needless 
to add, had to be painted after an already existing portrait. His face looks 
like wax; his complexion is not that of a living man. It seems awkward 
in a double portrait to see the widow portrayed so very much alive 
(hence the red cheeks and the vivid colors) and her husband, who had 
been dead for over ten years when her picture was painted, so obviously 
dead. 

The two portraits by Rembrandt of Jacob Trip and his wife Margaretha 
de Geer (ca. 1661) are also an example of a double portrait, where one 
of the spouses is still alive and the other one has already deceased: 
Jacob Trip had died before his portrait could be completed. Of course, 
both paintings were done a few decades after Arminius and Reael, and 


47 Van der Meij-Tolsma 2008, 258. 
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Rembrandt was a master in portraiture. But, also, he explored far more 
the subtleties, in how to render the widow and her deceased husband.*® 

In style and execution, the portrait of Arminius in the Arminiuskamer 
is closer to a bigger portrait of 1615, also residing in the Rotterdam 
remonstrant church (cat. IV.2; it will be discussed hereafter) than to 
the portrait of Lijsbet Reael. Besides, the colour- and compositional 
schemes more resemble the works of artists from the Southern provinces 
than those of a Leiden painter like Bailly, or could it be that the tonal 
colourings and shades are an indication of the posthumous character 
of the portrait? It is possible that Bailly has painted both portraits, but 
still it is highly improbable, notably because of the lesser quality of the 
Arminius portrait. Lijsbet Reael must have returned to the city where she 
was born and where a great deal of her family was still living, after her 
husband had died. In this instance the name of the Amsterdam painter of 
Antwerp descent, Cornelis van der Voort, surfaces again. In the same year 
as Lijsbet Reael’s portrait was painted by Bailly, Van der Voort executed 
the grand portrait in full-length of Laurens Reael, Lijsbet's brother. Reael 
wrote a poem that was used as a linguistic illustration to some of the 
printed portraits of his brother-in-law (text: see Appendix I, 1; cat. nrs. 
I.4 and III.2). 

It would seem rather odd, however, to assume that the two paintings 
of a “married” couple (the husband being dead) were done by separate 
masters, even if the masters in question were indeed Cornelis van der 
Voort and David Bailly: there were enough ties to link them. Van der 
Voort and Bailly were closely connected since they were master and 
pupil. On the other hand, we know that there are circumstances that 
may be held against this interpretation: in the year 1620, when the 
portrait was painted, Bailly was residing in Leiden as an artist, in that 
year Lijsbet Reael was an Amsterdam citizen. But she had lived in Leiden 
for several years, so that city was not entirely unknown to her. She still 
must have had some acquaintances there. Van der Voort, in her then 
hometown Amsterdam, appears to have had relations in both liberal and 
orthodox sides of the spectre: among his pupils was Thomas de Keyzer 


48 The portraits of Margaretha de Geer and Jacob Trip by Rembrandt are both in Lon- 
don, National Gallery. See: Rudi Ekkart and Quentin Buvelot (eds.), exh. cat. Hollanders 
in beeld. Portretten uit de Gouden Eeuw (Den Haag/ Londen/ Zwolle, 2007), 204-207, 
with an illustration of both paintings. 
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(1596/7-1667), whom we know as an active Amsterdam remonstrant, 
and among his clients was Nicolaas Tulp (1593-1674), the orthodox 
medic and later burgomaster of Amsterdam. 

Considering the above, there is not enough evidence definitely to 
attribute the smaller portrait of Arminius in the Rotterdam remonstrant 
church to any artist. The portrait of Lijsbet Reael, on the other hand, can 
safely be attributed to David Bailly. As regards the dating, the mention 
of both Arminiuss and Lijsbet Reael’s age provides us with a clue; Paul 
Dirkse already saw this in 1994.” It could therefore well be, that both 
portraits were painted in 1620: it must have been Lijsbet Reael’s fiftieth 
birthday, then, that provided the occasion to portray the widow and her 
late husband at the same age. 

A more extensive portrait at half-length is the earliest dated (1615) 
painted Arminius portrait. It is also in the Rotterdam remonstrant church 
(cat. IV.2). The painting follows the basic compositional scheme of Armi- 
nius, seated in his study. The main part of the iconographical elements 
(scroll, books, motto) is present also on this panel. As in the Vienna 
painting (cat. IV.1), there are some clearly visible and even legible texts. 
But there are also some differences between the two. Arminius is facing 
left instead of facing right as on the Vienna panel, and the books in his 
study bear no title at all; most of them are depicted with their edge to 
the beholder. Iconographical additions give the painting a significantly 
different impact. An hourglass and some writing utensils (pen and ink- 
stand), together with the books on the table, form a book still-life, one of 
the earliest in Dutch painting.” Pen and inkstand refer to Arminius as 
the author of at least some of the books on the table, and more specifi- 
cally, to the booklet with the handwritten text on it that he is holding in 
his right hand. The hourglass in particular is a symbol of vanity, it refers 
to the finiteness of Man. Here, it is a direct reference to the early death 
of Arminius, since he had died only a few years before the painting was 
finished. 


4 Dirkse 1994, 85. 

50 Christiaan Vogelaar, “Ars longa, vita brevis.” Het boek in de Leidse schilderkunst 
van de Gouden Eeuw; in: André Bouwman (a.o.; ed.), Stad van boeken. Handschrift en 
druk in Leiden 1260-2000 (Leiden, 2008), 268-287. Although his article is limited to the 
Leiden still-lives, Vogelaar cannot trace in this town a still-life of mainly books before the 
16205. Jochen Becker, ‘Das Buch im Stilleben— Das Stilleben im Buch; in: Uta Bersmeier 
(a.o., ed.), exh. cat. Stilleben in Europa (Münster/Baden-Baden, 1980), 448-480, traces 
very plain book still-lives, dating from before the seventeenth century in Spain and in 
Germany, but not in Flanders and The Netherlands. 
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The ring on his left index-finger that is so ostensively visible may refer 
to Arminius being portrayed here not only as a learned professor, but 
also as a member of a prominent family. His coat of arms, three hornets, 
however, appears only once, in a later engraving by J.EC. Reckleben 
(cat. 1.1.4). Very obvious in this panel, too, is the big curtain in the 
background. Apart from being used as a compositional means, it is 
draped as if it were a stage curtain to a play, in which Arminius is playing 
the leading role. In a way this is how it can be explained: all is about 
Arminius, he is the subject of the painting, and the books and writings, 
even his signet ring, all conspire to emphasise his importance and to 
celebrate his person. 

Instead of a book title to solve the identity ofthe portrayed, the booklet 
in his right hand refers to an exegetic study by Arminius on this particular 
passage in the letter of Paul to the Romans: Analysis cap. IX / ad Romam?! 
This chapter plays a key role in the disputes on predestination. His left 
hand is pointing toward the booklet, but the gesture he makes could also 
be explained as a rhetoric pose. 

Summing up, portraits that can be classified as having half-length 
figures are not as numerous as the group of busts. Also noticeable is the 
fact that most important half-length portraits are paintings instead of 
prints. Arminiuss writings play an important role in them. 


FULL-LENGTH PORTRAITS 


The concept of Arminius in his study was also developed in a full-length 
portrait. There we see Arminius standing in his study, facing right, his 
body turned to the left; in slightly later examples it is the other way 
around: there he is facing left, and his body turned to the right. With 
one hand he is pointing to an open book which is leaning against a folio 
volume; the books are on a table. The other hand holds the fur edge of his 
tabbaard. In front of the table is a stool on which a cushion lies; apparently 
the table served as his desk. Protagonist of this type of portrait was 
‘Clemendt de Ionghe in de Kalverstraet! That is the address found on his 
Arminius portrait of ca. 1650 (cat. II.1.1.a). Clement de Jonghe (1634/5- 
1677) was a printmaker, dealer and publisher, who was himself portrayed 
by Rembrandt in 1651.” He is“... famous in Rembrandt studies for his 


51 See: Jacobus Arminius, Opera Theologica (Frankfurt, 1635). 
?? Etching, New York, The Metropolitan Museum of Art (1st state). 
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inventory of 1679, which includes a long list of copperplates probably 
acquired from Rembrandt or his estate??? 

In the print published by Clement de Jonghe, some details occur that 
we have already seen in other types of portraits. The books, of which none 
bears a legible title, refer to Arminiuss study, and to his writings. He is 
dressed in the familiar fur-lined tabbaard with a large collar. His face 
has the same features that Swanenburg showed in his Leiden prints (bald 
forehead, moustache, beard) but the elaboration is of a lesser quality. 
On the wall hangs a map with a partly visible globe. The inscription in 
the lower part of the print explicitly tells, both in Latin and in Dutch, 
that Arminius died at the age of 49. In between the Latin (upper) and 
Dutch (lower) lines are two poems of four lines, in Latin (left) and in 
Dutch (right) that praise the views of Arminius on the free will of Man 
(Appendix I, 2). 

From this print onwards two more basic types were conceptualised: 
one is similar to the Clement de Jonghe-engraving, but considerably 
smaller, and also more elongated (cat. IL.1.2.a). The other is a mirror 
image, executed by Evert van Swynen (cat. IL.2.1.a). It is rougher and 
slightly less refined than the Clement de Jonghe-print. ‘J. Tangena used 
the Clement de Jonghe-copperplate, and wiped out De Jonghe’s imprint 
to put his own in its place (cat. II.1.1.b). This address was done in running 
script on the copperplate. On the sheet, the year of Arminius’s death 
has been added, right behind the two lines in Dutch. Tangena thus 
emphasises that Arminius died in 1609, aged 49. 

The print by Buys and Vinkeles can, in fact, be seen as a cut out of the 
model by Van Swynen. J.C. Philips combined all three types (bust, half- 
length and standing types) together in one: in an oval frame with a text is 
a bust of Arminius a la Vinkeles; he holds a scroll in his left hand as seen 
on the portrait in the Rotterdam Arminiuskamer. 

The concept of a portrait of a learned man in his study, developed as a 
model, like in the De Jonghe and Van Swynen prints, is not entirely new. 
Erasmus and Calvin, for instance, were depicted after that same fashion 
in seventeenth-century prints (pl. 7).^* 

Although this type of portrait is the most elaborate of the three types, 
in which the Arminius portraits can roughly be divided, there are fewer 
variations of it. 


> Stephanie S. Dickey, Rembrandt. Portraits in Print (Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 2004), 
138-139. Illustrations of Rembrandt's portrait of Clement de Jonghe on p. 308-309. 

> Pieter Hollsteyn II, Desiderius Erasmus. Ca. 1660. Engraving. Leiden University 
Printroom. 
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Plate 7. Erasmus in his study. Pieter Hollsteyn II, 
ca. 1670. © Leiden University Printroom. 
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ARMINIUS’S PORTRAIT IN RELATION TO RELIGION 


The Arminius portraits form only a very small link in the history of 
portraiture, let alone in the history of art. But since Arminius was a 
religious leader who played a crucial role in early seventeenth-century 
Dutch history, they are interesting from that angle as well. The bare 
fact that there are relatively many known portraits of him that have 
survived the religious turmoil during the first decades of the seventeenth 
century is remarkable in this respect. There are portraits of ministers 
and theologians of other denominations as well, but not in such a great 
variety, both in number and in execution, as the portraits of Arminius. 
The words of Ecclesiastes about the vanity of Man were taken into serious 
consideration by the more orthodox where their own portrayal was 
involved, and also explain, why their followers were not that keen to have 
their leaders portraits hanging on the wall. Where portraits of orthodox 
theologians do emerge, they mostly appear as a frontispiece in their 
books. The cup and saucer with the features of the Utrecht professor 
Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676) are an extreme example of an orthodox 
leader being depicted on a secular object, although they can be dated 
almost a century-and-a-half later than the portraits of Arminius we are 
now dealing with (pl. 8).? Remonstrants and members of other, more 
liberal denominations were not so reserved where their own or their 
leaders portrayal was concerned. Wtenbogaert, however, is known to 
have not been too keen about Mierevelt’s desire to portray him.” 

In the earliest days of the Reformation, there are examples of works of 
art that openly support the new religion, notably Lutheran teachings. On 
a wooden panel with a depiction of the Descent from the cross (ca. 1545), 
the portraits of Luther and his wife, Catharina von Bora, are applied on 
both sides of the biblical scene, in medallions. A goose (mounted by a 
putto, in the middle of the frieze, also in a medallion) is a reference to 


°° See: Marijke Tolsma en Martin L. van Wijngaarden (eds), Prachtig Protestant 
(Utrecht/Zwolle, 2008), nr. 27, p. 46. The cup and saucer are about a century after Voetius’ 
death, but his supporters were still from the same orthodox denomination. A similar cup 
and saucer with the portrait of another orthodox leader, Johannes Coccejus (1603-1669) 
is to be found in the collection of Keramiekmuseum Princessehof, Leeuwarden, inv. nr. 
AK-NM-10230-B. 

5° See: Johannes Wtenbogaert, Leven, kerckelijcke bedieninghe ende zedighe verantwo- 
ordingh, [s.l.], (1645), 477: Wtenbogaert reluctantly admitted to be portrayed by Van 
Mierevelt “... op zijn ernstighe begheerte ..." (at his serious request). 
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Plate 8. Cup and saucer with the portrait of Gisbertus 
Voetius. Chine de commande (Ch'ien-Lung Dynasty), 
ca. 1750. © Utrecht, Museum Catharijneconvent. 


John Hus, Luther's Czech predecessor (pl. 9). Those three iconographical 
elements are not very explicitly shown, although they are positioned in 
prominent spots of the panel. Stylistically, this panel probably originated 
in the Southern Provinces. Its commissioner must have been a wealthy 
man, having been able to find an artist who would accept this kind of an 
order for such a work of art, without either of them being in danger of 
persecution by the Inquisition. 

In later times, in the Northern Provinces, it was equally dangerous to 
show openly ones adherence to the government's opponents. Although 
the hostilities between Arminians and Gomarists escalated publicly after 
ArminiussS death, his portrait must have had as offensive an effect on 
the contra-remonstrant party during the uprisings of later days, as had 
Luther's about a century before him. 

Another famous and often cited case in which, according to his adver- 
saries, the religious (remonstrant) sympathy was too openly expressed, 
is that of Abraham Anthonisz. Recht, whom we mentioned earlier. Recht 
decorated his newly-built house in Amsterdam with a sculptured head of 
Johan van Oldenbarnevelt on the outside, above the entrance. This was 
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Plate 9. Descent from the cross with the portraits of Martin Luther and 
his wife Catharina von Bora in two medallions. Anonymous, 
walnut panel, ca. 1550. © Utrecht, Museum Catharijneconvent. 
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grist to the mill of his adversaries: after half a day of uprising, the 
sculptured head was taken off the gable.°’ 

One of the reasons why the 1615-portrait in Rotterdam was prob- 
ably for private use must have been this risk: one could not overesti- 
mate the risk of such a painting being seen by enemy eyes, in those 
days. Around 1643, a generation later, the portrait of one of the lead- 
ing remonstrants of the time, Simon Episcopius (1583-1643), adorned 
the wall of an unknown lady's living room, thus expressing her pref- 
erence for the remonstrant denomination (pl. 10).°° It is attributed to 
Pieter Jacobsz. Duyfhuysen (ca. 1610-1677), a Rotterdam painter, who 
had close connections with the Rotterdam remonstrants.?? This intimate 
painting undoubtedly was meant as a private piece. But the reason for 
this could hardly have been the danger of being discovered by the enemy, 
since the times of the worst persecutions lay far behind. 

Arminius was one of the important leaders of a movement, that in 
1619 became a church, called the Remonstrantse Broederschap (Remon- 
strant Brotherhood’), and he has been portrayed quite a number of times. 
One might ask whether any of these portraits has become a model to por- 
traits of other (and later) remonstrant leaders and ministers. Undoubt- 
edly, in their composition, those later portraits followed the paved pat- 
terns of their day, like the Arminius portraits. But the Viennese panel (or 
the original which may have served as its example) and the 1615-portrait 
in the Rotterdam kerkenraadskamer must have inspired three other pic- 
tures. In ca. 1705, the church council ofthe Amsterdam remonstrant con- 
gregation commisioned Christoffel Lubienitzki to portray three remon- 
strant leaders: Jacobus Arminius, Simon Episcopius and Philip van Lim- 
borch (1633-1712). All three have taken the same pose: they are sitting 
at their desks, one hand is resting upon an armchair. The other hand is at 
stomach-height, and is making either a rhetoric gesture (Episcopius), or 
is holding a scroll of paper (Arminius). A book is ostensively placed on 


>” See Dudok van Heel 2006, 253. He gives the text of the passage describing the riots 
at the house of Abraham Anthonisz. Recht in Geeraert Brandt, Historie der reformatie en 
andere kerkelijke geschiedenissen in en omtrent de Nederlanden (Amsterdam, 1704), IV, 
740-741. 

8 PJ. Duyfhuysen (attr.), Portrait of a young woman, ca. 1643. St. Petersburg, Florida 
(USA), Museum of Fine Arts, Rexford Stead Purchase Fund, 1968.34. See also: Prachtig 
Protestant 2008, 52 (ill. 33). 

” Research after this particular painting and after Duyfhuysen and his relation with 
the Rotterdam remonstrant congregation is ongoing. 
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Plate 10. Portrait of a young woman. Attributed to P.J. Duyfhuysen, 
ca. 1643. St. Petersburg, Florida (U.S.A.), Museum of Fine Arts. 
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Plate 11. Portrait of Philip van Limborch. Christoffel 
Lubienitzky, ca. 1705. 9 Utrecht, Museum Catharijneconvent. 
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the table, its title clearly visible and legible. On the portrait of Van 
Limborch, it is one of his own works (pl. 11).9 The series was started 
with the Episcopius portrait, as a pendant to a portrait of Johannes 
Wtenbogaert by Jacob Backer (1607/8-1651) that was already in the 
Amsterdam collection, as Paul Dirkse formulated it.°! Arminius and 
Philip van Limborch formed a second pair. 

But the picture of a scholar in his study was in fact no new invention at 
all. The early portraits of Arminius in his study very well may have served 
as a model to Backers Wtenbogaert, and to Lubienitzki' trio. But neither 
of these paintings constitutes a new iconographic example in itself: they 
are pictures of a scholar in his study, after a program that was already in 
use in Erasmian times. Hans Holbein the Youngers portraits of Erasmus 
are commonly regarded as the prototype ofall paintings of a scholar in his 
study, and therefore also, in the end, of the portrait of Arminius amongst 
his books.” 


CONCLUSION 


The portraits of Arminius are thus all based upon the bust, of which the 
prototype could not be traced as yet. The print by Swanenburg in the 
1609 Icones is closest to this thusfar untraceable prototype. Van Mierevelt, 
Van der Voort, Bailly and Swanenburg are possible candidates to have 
provided the first model. By far the better part of Arminius portraits 
consists of engravings. The paintings are more elaborate; they show 
Arminius in his study; his works pointedly present. The later the portrait, 
the more it runs away from the original in likeness. There are no known 
engravings after any of the paintings. 

Some of the portraits were probably intended for private use, and were 
therefore private commissions. In days of religious uprisings, one was 
safer keeping a painting with a religious character in a private home than 
in a public space. 


60 Depicted is Van Limborch's main publication, Theologia Christiana, 1686. Dirkse 
1994, 98. 

61 Dirkse 1994, 92/4, 97/8 (with illustration). Jacob Backer, Portrait of Johannes Wten- 
bogaert, 1638, Amsterdam, Rijsmuseum. The Rembrandtportait of Wtenbogaert, as 
ordered by Abraham Anthonisz. Recht, is very unlikely to have been the model, since 
it was a private order. 

62 See: Bodar 1990, 17-68; Stephanie Buck a.o., exh. cat. Hans Holbein de Jonge 
14997/98-1543. Portretschilder van de Renaissance (Zwolle/Den Haag, 2003). 
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Obviously, the portraits were declarations that approved of Arminiuss 
inheritance, and of his later followers, the remonstrants. They were no 
longer severely persecuted, but became a church themselves, that was 
tolerated by the leading churches and by the ruling government. 

All in all, it is quite acceptable to assume that all Arminiuss portraits 
can be traced to the print by Willem van Swanenburg in the Icones, or 
to another, as yet unknown painting that Swanenburg, in his turn, must 
also have used as a model. 


(The English text has been revised by Sven Aalten) 


ICONOGRAPHIA ARMINIANA: 
PORTRAITS FROM 1609 UNTIL CA. 1850 


MARIJKE TOLSMA 


In this catalogue, all portraits of Jacobus Arminius that I have come 
upon are listed— paintings, drawings and prints, from the earliest known 
printed portrait of 1609, until ca. 1850. After the middle ofthe nineteenth 
century no new concepts were added to the already existing portraits. 
Furthermore, new printing techniques had gained the upper hand, which 
resulted in a basically different character of the portraits. 

This catalogue is about portraits only; therefore reproductions in the 
form of satirical cartoons (Dutch: spotprenten) were left out. Cartoons, 
with respect to their contents, are not portraits in the true sense, and 
have a different intention, that is to criticise the political and religious 
situation of their days. The principle aim of Arminius cartoons was not 
to render a precise likeness of Arminius. 

The portraits have been arranged according to their production tech- 
niques: prints with prints, paintings with paintings. Within these cat- 
egories, the prints have been arranged according to type (bust to the 
right, bust to the left, full-length, etc.), and within each group, as much 
as possible, a chronological sequence was maintained. The illustration 
of a catalogue-entry has been chosen according to its accessibility. Col- 
lections, in which a copy of a specific portrait can be found are men- 
tioned, in as far as I could trace them. It was not my aim, however, to 
publish a list of “all” existing portraits of Arminius. First and foremost, 
I have searched those collections where I was most likely to get the best 
results. Thus, I came upon the Utrecht Museum Catharijneconvent,! the 
Regionaal Archief Leiden, and the collections in the University Libraries 
of Amsterdam (University of Amsterdam)? and Leiden (Collectie Bodel 
Nijenhuis/ Academisch Historisch Museum)? 


! Thanks to Tanja Kootte (curator at Museum Catharijneconvent) and Kees van 
Schooten (librarian at the same museum), who both were always very helpful in their 
own kind ways. 

? Thanks to Adriaan Plak in helping me search through the Amsterdam "Kerkelijke 
Collecties? See www.uba.uva.nl to consult the databases. 

? Kasper van Ommen (Leiden University/Scaliger Institute), Jef Schaeps (Leiden 
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The following abbreviations have been used in the literary references, 
both in the text and in the catalogue: 


Hollstein EW.H. Hollstein, Dutch and Flemish etchings, engravings and 
woodcuts ca. 1450-1700 (Amsterdam, 1949-) 

Moes E.W. Moes, Iconographia Batava (Amsterdam, 1897-1905), 3 
vols. 

Muller F. Muller, Beschrijvende catalogus van 7000 portretten van 


Nederlanders (Amsterdam, 1853). 
Van Someren J.F. van Someren, Beschrijvende catalogus van gegraveerde 
portretten van Nederlanders (Amsterdam, 1888-1891), 3 vols. 


In principle, all collections where a copy was found, are listed. I used the 
following abbreviations to refer to them: 


AHM/BN Leiden University, Academisch Historisch Museum (coll. 


Bodel Nijenhuis) 

BC/UB/UvA  Bijzondere Collecties, Universiteitsbibliotheek, Universiteit van 
Amsterdam 

KB Den Haag, Koninklijke Bibliotheek 

MCC Utrecht, Museum Catharijneconvent 

RAL Regionaal Archief Leiden 

RKD/IB Den Haag, Rijksbureau voor Kunsthistorische Documen- 
tatie/Iconografisch Bureau 

RPKA Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum (Printroom) 

UBLPK Leiden University Library (Printroom) 


Several states of one print have been recorded under one number; they 
were distinguished from each other by adding an extra letter: a, b, c etc. 

Where the word “motto” is used in the text, this refers to Arminius's 
generally accepted motto Bona conscientia paradisus. 


University Printroom) and Corrie van Maris (Leiden University/Academisch Historisch 
Museum) have been of great help in my search through their collections. 
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I. PRINTS TYPE SWANENBURG 


1. Facing right 


1.a. Bust, looking to the right. Beard, mous- 
tache, bald forehead. Tabbaard lined with 
fur. Big collar. Ten buttons on the dress. 
Mounted in oval frame. 

Willem van Swanenburg; 1609 

Bottom inscription: IACOBUS ARMINIUS 
S.S. THEOLOGLE PROFESSOR. 

Oldest known dated portrait. According to 
annotation RKD: copy after Van Miere- 
velt. 

In: Icones ad vivum delineatae & expres- 
sae, virorum clariorum qui praecipue 
scriptis Academiam Lugduno Batavorum 
illustrarunt ..., Lugd-Bat. 1609. Impr.: 
Andries Cloucq. Hereafter referred to as 
Icones. 

Engraving, 15,5 x 10cm. 

Van Someren I: 144; Van Someren II, 97: Arminius; Hollstein (Dutch): 
Swanenburgh 67; P.P.W.M. Dirkse, ‘Portretschilderijen van “Armini- 
aense Santen"; in T.G. Kootte a.o. (ed.), exh. cat. Rekkelijk of precies. 
Remonstranten en contraremonstranten ten tijde van Maurits en Ol- 
denbarnevelt (Utrecht, 1994), 85; Marijke van der Meij-Tolsma, 'Een 
gemeente gespiegeld in haar voorgangers. De portrettencollectie van 
de Remonstrantse Gemeente Rotterdam; in: Tjaard Barnard and 
Eric Cossee (eds.), Arminianen in de Maasstad. De Remonstrantse 
Gemeente Rotterdam, (Amsterdam, 2008, 2nd ed.), 189-258. 

AHM/BN, BC/UB/UvA, RAL, RKD/IB 


IACOBUS ARMINIUS SS. 
THEOLOGIA. PROFESSOR. 


b. As L1.a; added is a poem (eight lines) by — —— 4n 
Laurens Reael (Qui nunc per ... non RESI 
stylus queant’; Appendix I. 1). A second 
plate was used to insert the poem. 

Impr.: LVGDVNI-BATAVORVM, Apud 
Andream Cloucq, Bibliopolam CIO 


O.IO.C.IX. 
1609 
Engraving, letterpress; 26,5 x 15,5 cm. 
Van Someren II: 167; Hollstein (Dutch): Il [— Z3 | 


Swanenburg 67. 
AHM/BN, BC/UB/UvA 
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c. As L1.a, but added in top of the oval frame: 
BONA CONSCIENTIA PARADISUS. 
1613 
In: Icones, 1613 (2nd rev. and ext. edition). 
Muller 149: wrongly as “Uit de Alma’. 
AHM/BN 


d. As I.1.b, but in the edge of the rectangular 
frame frame (top, centre) has been 
printed “Ioannis Meursi; and just below 
the lower right corner of the frame: 
"[ACO? Top left: 238. Verso, printed text: 
" ATHEN. BAT. UB II 237 ...; followed 
by a series of title subjects. 

1625 

In: J. Meursius, Athenae Batavae, Lugduni 
Batavorum 1625 

Engraving, 15,5 x 10,5 cm. 

Van Someren II, 165 

AHM/BN, RAL 


e. As L1.a, but a ‘very broad frame’ has been 

added; three copperplates were used 
for the ultimate print. Pieter van der Aa 
(1683-1730) used the the original cop- 
perplate Van Swanenburg engraved (it 
had been worn out by that time), hence 
the remark in the Amsterdam catalogue 
(BC/UBUvA): “According to Hollstein 
by Willem van Swanenburgh" A sec- 
ond and third plate were used to create a 
"[...] zeer breed randwerk? (very broad 
frame—according to the catalogue RAL). 

Ca. 1715 

Several inscriptions; top oval: motto. Bot- 
tom oval: IACOBUS ARMINIUS/S.S. Theologie Professor. Imprint on 
free space between first and second frame: Lugd. Bat. ex Officina Petri 
Vander Aa (running script). 
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In: Les vrays pourtraits de les celebres et plus renommés professeurs ..., 
Leiden 1715 (?), 35 (van Someren). 

Engraving, 35 x 25 cm. 

Muller 150; Van Someren I: 146; Van Someren II: Arminius; Hollstein 
(Dutch): Swanenburgh 67 

AHM/BN, BC/UB/UvA, RAL 


f. As L.1.e, but the outer, third frame has been 
left out. Specified in catalogue RAL as 
“[...] met breed randwerk? (with broad 
frame). 

Ca. 1715 

In: Fundatoris, Curatorum et Professorum 
celeberrimorum, |...] Effigies, A Leide, 
Chez Pierre Vander Aa, 1723 

AHM/BN, RAL 


2. Bust. Same appearance and dress as I.1.a; 

14 buttons. Arminius is not in an oval 
frame, but his features and the back- 
ground fill up the surface of the sheet, 
which suggests that he is sitting in the 
corner of a room. 

Impressum: Amsterdam, Jan Rieuwertsz, 
Hendrik en Dirk Boom, 1674 

1674 

Top: two lines, centralised: motto. Bottom 
inscription: IACOBUS ARMINIUS. (cen- 
tralized). Poem (6 lines) by G[eeraert] 
Brandt: ‘Geleerde en schrandre man ... 
staet genoeg gequeten (see Appendix I, 
3). In: Geeraert Brandt, Historie der 
Reformatie en andere kerkelyke geschiedenissen, Amsterdam, 1671- 
1704, 4 dln.; in dl. 2 (1674), 86. 

Engraving, 17 x 12 cm. 

Muller 151; Van Someren I: 175c. 

AHM/BN, BC/UB/UvA, RAL, UL. 
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3. Bust. Based on Swanenburg (1.1.2), but, 
partly due to a considerable reduction of 
the surface of the print, not as delicately 
engraved. Although beard, moustache, 
bald forehead and tabbaard with fur 
lining are present, the features are getting 
alienated from the Swanenburgprint. 
Bookillustration. 

1688 

Inscription: IACOBUS ARMINIUS. Theol. 
Prof. Leijdens 

In: Paulus Freher, Theatrum virorum 
eruditione clarorum ... 
1688). 

Engraving, 7,8 x 4,5 cm. 

AHM/BN, RAL. 


4. Bust. Arminius’s coat of arms (mid bottom; 
three hunting horns). This is the only 
Arminius portrait on which a heraldic 
element has been added. 

Inscription: JACOBUS ARMINIUS. 
(Jacobus to the left, Arminius to the 
right of the coat of arms). Bottom right: 
J.EC. Reckleben sculps. Coat of arms by 
Johan Pieter Arend. 

1858 

Impressum: Amsterdam, Schleijer; Haarlem, 
De Haan; Leiden, Van Santen 

In: J.P. Arend, Algemeene geschiedenis des 
vaderlands ..., Amsterdam etc. 1840- 
1882, 5 dln., dl. 3 (1858), 2e stuk, p. 417 
(Van Someren). 

Steel engraving; 21 x 13,5 cm. 

Van Someren I, 16 

AHM/BN, BC/UB/UvA, RAL, RKD/IB 


(Noribergae [...], 


IACOBUS a S 
| hel D M ee 


OET EEKEREN 


MEHEAN TELAN tty 
Uh baal n 
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eom mill 


SI 
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5. Bust, after Swanenburg (I.1.a). Eight 
buttons. The composition of the frame, 
based on architectural ideas (with a 
plinth that can be used as a frame for any 
inscription) is alike, although a cartouche 
has been added at the bottom of the oval. 
The plinth is empty, which suggests that 
some text was to be put there. See cat. nr. 
III.3.a (Vinkeles). 

Ca. 1850 

Inscription in cartouche, following the 
curved edge of the oval: Jacques ARMI- 
NIUS/ Chef de la secte des Arminiens ou 
Remon/strans il naquit a d'Oudewater 
ville d'Hol/lande il mourut lan 1609. agé 
de 49. 
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Directly under the cartouche the impressum, horizontally: Se vend Paris 
chez E. Desrochers rue du Foin pres la rue S. lacques. 


Engraving; 14,5 x 10cm. 
Van Someren II, 170. 
RAL 


6. Bust, eyes on the beholder. The man with 
a beard, moustache, bald forehead, big 
collar and fur lined tabbaard has all the 
outward looks of Arminius, but it is not 
a convincing portrait. It has been cut 
from a larger sheet. The print is glued 
onto the top of a passe-partout on the 
lower three quarters of which, in running 
script, is written an abridged biography 
of Arminius (see: Appendix I, 5). 

Ca. 1850 
Engraving; Ø 2,1 cm. 
AHM/BN 


Klan Arminas, Geberirtri 


dewater ae 1066 % o Ky AD eerder 
re Urost, Qatt ha rug dr 
Katter, tn en Wed ie orny hi WT a 


fm a n dese Lost ^R 
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Tis ced a 3% 
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7. Bust, eyes on the beholder. As I.2.c, the 


outward looks are still there. Hairdo, 
beard and moustache show the influence 
of the mode of their own times. There 
are no buttons at all to be seen, the 
tabbaard and fur lining have taken on 

a new appearance, as has the collar. 


Ca. 1850 

Inscription: bottom, mid: ARMINIUS. 
Lithography; 27 x 17; 1840-1850. 
AHM/BN, RAL 


. Half-length figure. Dress and facial expres- 


sion are detectable from the original 
seventeenth-century prints, but, as in 
L2.c and L2.d, the mode of their own 
days is shining through. Frontispice to: 
James Nichols and W.R. Bagnall, The 
writings of James Arminius. Translated 
from the Latin in three volumes, London 
1853. 


1850 
Inscriptions: JAMES ARMINIUS, D.D. 


Formerly Professor of Divinity in the 
University of Leyden, BORN AD 1560- 
DIED 1609. Bona Conscientia Paradisus. 


Impressum (bottom line): London, Published 


by James Nichols, 22, Warwick Square, 
Paternoster Row 


Lithography, by James Thomson (1788-1850), 21,7 x 13, 5 cm. Accord- 
ing to the inscription in a curve, right under the portrait: Engraved by 


Thomson, from a scarce Dutch Print. 


BC/UB/UvA, RAL 


9. 


10. 


11. 
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Bust. Coloured lithography. As preceding 
numbers: most of the features and 
of the elements of the dress are still 
recognisable, but compared to the 
portrait by Swanenburg (cat. I.1.1.a), it 
seems we are dealing with another man. 
Seven buttons. 

Inscriptions: bottom, mid: J.ARMINIUS./ 
Theol. Prof. ord. 11/10 MDCIII Natus 
MDLX/ Obiit 19/10 MDCIX 

By Leendert Springer (1789-1871). 

1850 

In: Galerij van Hoogleeraren op de Hooge- 
school te Leijden, naar de oorspronkelijke 
afbeeldsels op de Senaatzaal aldaar, 
Leyden [1850]. 

Lithography, coloured; 22 x 14cm. 

Van Someren 168. 

AHM/BN 


Bust, eyes at the beholder. Gives the impres- 
sion of a bulky man. Three buttons. 

Ca. 1850 

In catalogue AHM the annotation: 
“Decamps del” 

Litho chalk drawing; 10,8 x 8,3 cm. 

AHM/BN 


Bust, with what seems to be an upward look. 
Dress with puffed sleeves; the buttoning 
system is of yet another model than we 
have seen sofar. Eight buttons. 

By N.M. Schild 

Ca. 1850 

Inscription: ARMINIUS (bottom centre, 
just below the portrait) 

Impressum: Te 5 Hage bij Soetens & Fils 
(bottom, right) 

Monogram: N.M.S. (= N.M. Schild; under 
right sleeve) 

Litho chalk drawing, 22,5 x 15,5 cm. 

Van Someren I, 168. 

BC/UB/UvA, MCC 


:ude 
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2. Facing left 


1. 


N 


Mirror image of I.1.a (Swanenburg), by less- 
talented hand. Nine buttons on the dress 
instead of ten (I.1.a). 

1614 

Inscr.: IACOBUS ARMINIUS S.S. THE- 
OLOGLE PROFESSOR. 

In: Illustrium Hollandiae & Westfrisiae 
Ordinum Alma Academia Leidensis, Lug- 
duni Batavorum 1614 

Engraving; 12,5 x ocm. 

Lit: Van der Meij- Tolsma 2008, 207 (with 
illustration). 

AHM/BN, RAL, RKD/IB 


. Bust; poem (four lines) by E.P. (most 


probably the remonstrant minister 
Eduardus Poppius, 1576/7-1624): ‘Hic 
ille asertor ... Christus ad astra tulit? (see 
Appendix I, 4). The copperplate is worn- 
out, which has resulted in quite a dark 
print, with many stains. The Amsterdam 
catalogue refers to an ultimate model by 
Michiel van Mierevelt. See the discussion 
about a prototype to the Arminius 
portraits and Michiel van Mierevelt: 
above, pp. 209 ff. 

Ca. 1620 

Inscr., in oval: IACOBVS ARMINIVS SS. 
THEOLOGUE PROFESSOR. Motto on 


both sides of the the bottom of the oval: “Bona consci/ entia paradisus: 
Under the last line of the poem: “obiit 19 octobris A? 1609 Etat. 49: 

Impressum: [Amsterdam], E. Hoeius ex. (Frans van der Hoeye; ‘ex! is just 
outside the background, against the outer edge of the frame.) 


Engraving; 18,3 x 12,3 cm. 
RAL, RPKA 
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3. Bust. As I.3.a, but added in the plinth 

are two lines in Latin: ‘MENTE sagax 
... atque poli! (Appendix I, 6). In 
oval: TACOBVS ARMINIVS VETER- 
AQUINAS BATAVVS, S.S. THEOL. D. 
ET PROFESSOR IN ACAD. LVGDVNO- 
BATAVA? The more the text runs back to 
the top of the oval, the lesser space there 
is between the words and letters. Ten but- 
tons. 

By Sebastian Furck (1600-1665). 

Ca. 1645 

Inscriptions: Lo: Furck sculp., bottom frame: 
Natu a’ 1560. Obiit a’ 1609. _ 

Engraving; 14,4 x 10,1 cm. 

Van Someren II: 169; Hollstein (German): Furck 23. 

AHM (the mentioning of Furck as the sculptor of the print has been cut 
out); BC/UB/UvA 


4. Bust. As I.3.a, but added is a poem (eight 
lines) by Laurens Reael (‘Qui nunc per ... 
non stylus queant’; Appendix I, 1). Ten 
buttons. 

Ca. 1670 

Inscription, in a “docked oval": IACOBVS 
ARMINIUS. GEBOREN TOT OVDE- 
WATER A? 1560. GESTORVEN TOT 
LEYDEN. 1609. OUD 49. IARE 

Engraving; 21,2 x 16cm. 

Muller 153 

AHM/BN, BC/UB/UvA 


5. Bust. Eyes are somewhat squinting. 
Dark, awkward portrait. The pointed 
curl at the end of the beard is also 
present here. Square frame, hand- 
drawn, running around the surface 
of the portrait; another, also hand- 
drawn, runs around the first one at 
some two centimetres. According 
to the subscription, Arminius has 
been portrayed here explicitely as 
the first minister of the Amsterdam 
"remonstrant" congregation. From 1603, 
he was professor in Leiden. 

Ca. 1680; German? 
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Inscriptions: IACOBVS ARMINIVS, Veteraquines, Primum Pastor 
Ecclesiae Amstelodamensis, postea ab A.1603/ in Academia Lugdunensi 
Professor Theologiae, et Arminia,/norum, a quo nomen habent, 
antesignanus. Bottom left: Nat. A. 1560; bottom right: Den. A. 1609 
d. 19. Octobr. aet. 49. 

Engraving, 15 x 10,9 cm. 

BC/UB/UvA 


Twelve buttons on his dress. Verso: 
German text. Ornamental frame around 
the edges of the sheet; bookprint. 

Inscriptions: in oval: IACOBUS ARMINIUS 
S.S. THEOLOGIAZ PROFESSOR. Pencil 
(right-hand corner): 'v. S. 166; as 
reference to the entry in Van Someren. 
However, this entry refers to the print in 
the Alma Academia, as it seems. 

Early eighteenth-century. 

Mixed techniques: engraving, bookprint; 
18x 14cm. 

Van Someren 166(?) 

BC/UB/UvA 


7. Bust of an oldish looking Arminius. Chinese 


paper, glued to a second sheet. The 
buttoning system has been worked on. 
Thirteen buttons. Curly hair. 

Ca. 1838 

Litho chalk drawing; 16 x 13,5 cm. 

AHM/BN, BC/UB/UvA 
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1. Facing right, hands to the left 


1.a. Arminius, standing in his study. Body 
turned to the left, head turned to the 
right, looking in the same direction. He 
is pointing with his right hand (palm 
upward) to an open book, which is 
standing on a table, against the back of 
another book. In front of the table is a 
stool with a cushion on it. Over the table 
hangs a table-cloth. With his left hand, 
he holds together the edges of his fur- 
lined tabbaard. Against the left wall of 
his study is a bookshelf, on which are 
seven larger and smaller books. On the 
right side of the wall is a carthographic 
illustration, under which a chair (so 
called ‘Spanish chair’) and a chest on a 
standard. 

Ca. 1675 

Imprint: Gedruckt tAmsterdam by Clemendt de Ionghe in de Kalverstraet 

Inscription: IACOBUS ARMINIUS OUDEWATERAE NATUS A". 1560. 
Obiit Lugduni Batavorum. Vixit annos 49/ Iacobus Arminius binnen 
Ovdewater geboren A°. 1560. te Leyden overleden out zynde 49 laren. 
Poem (four lines), in Latin (left) and in Dutch (right: ‘Si pietas, si 
docta ... Magnum videte Arminium’), and ‘Zoo ’t heusch ... oordeel 
van Armyn! (See Appendix I, 2). 

Engraving, 27 x 20,5 cm.; ca. 1675 

Muller (portr.) 145; Van Someren II: Arminius; Hollstein (Dutch): 
Stuerhelt 2 

AHM/BN, BC/UB/UvA, MCC, RAL, UBLPK 


b. As IL1.1.a, but with the imprint of J. Tan- 
gena, who also added, directly after “... 
out zijnde 49 Taren,’ in handwriting: 
“+1609. 

Imprint: Gedruckt tot Leyden J. Tangena Exc. 
(in handwriting; Italics). 

Muller 146b. 

AHM/BN 
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c. As preceding number, but the address of J. Tangena has been wiped out. 
Muller (Portr.) 147 
BC/UB/UvA, RKD (annotation RKD: ‘from coll. de Lint, dL3827’). 


2. As the three preceding prints, but smaller, 
and rougher in execution. No impressum, 
no other inscription than two lines 
at the bottom: IACOBUS ARMINIUS 
OUDEWATERAE NATUS A”. 1560. Obiit 
Lugduni Batavorum. Vixit Annos 49. 

Engraving, 15x 8,3 cm. 
AHM/BN 


[IACOBUS ARMINTUS OVDEWATERA NATU: 
[At 1960, Obit Luedani Bataverum Vixit Amor 


2. Facing left, hands to the right 


1.8. As II.1.1.a, but mirror image. Some small 
differences in detail, such as the features 
and the even more irregular position of 
the head. The lettering of the—same— 
lines at the bottom of the print is ina 
slightly different lettertype. It is more 
clear, more delicately cut than on the 
Clement de Jonghe print. 

Imprint, b.r.: Evert van Swynen exc. 

Ca. 1685 

Engraving; 31 x 21 cm. 

Muller (Portr.): 148d. 

AHM/BN, BC/UB/UvA, MCC, RKD/IB, 
UBLPK 
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b. As IL2.a, but the Van Swynen imprint has 
been wiped out. Instead: ‘Jan Craalinge 
Excudit’ is inserted in the picture, bottom 
right. On this print it is clearly visible that 
the tabbaard has a rim of fur at the edges. 

Imprint, b.r.: Jan Craalinge Excudit 
Engraving, 27 x 20,5 cm. 
RAL 


III. PRINTS TYPE VINKELES 


1. Detail of Van Swynen (II.2.1.a). Verso: 
‘Schwarm Geister, which is probably a 
reference to a publication by J. Corvinus 
of 1702: 'Alte und neue Schwarm-Geister- 
Bruth und Quaker Greuel ...' According 
to the Amsterdam catalogue it could 
well be a book-illustration by Zacharias 
Theobaldus (1584-1627). He published 
on “Schwarm Geiste,” but this portrait 
is unmistakably of a much later date 
than the first quarter of the seventeenth 
century. j 
Unknown artist 1 
Ca. 1700 | 
Inscription: IACOBUS ARMINIUS, 

OUDEWATER/E NATUS ANNO 1560, 

obiit Lugduni Batavorum Anno 1609 vixit Annos 49. 
Inscription verso: ‘Schwarm Geister 1702, pl. 173' 
Engraving; 31,6 x 20 cm. 
BC/UB/UvA 


IACOBUS ARMINII iS 
Re dne 


nit. s 
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2. Half-length, body to the right, facing left. 
Scroll in right hand. Text in oval. Same 
familiar features and dress (beard, 
moustache, bald head, tabbaard etc.). 
Compositionally a mixture of the 
painting in Rotterdam (below; IV. 3) and 
Van Swynen (II.2.a). 

Ca. 1760 

Inscription in oval: JACOBUS ARMINIUS 
S.S. TH. DOCT. ET PROFESS. NATUS 
OUDEWATRLE MDLX, DENAT. LUGD. 
BATAV. MDCIX, ETAT. XLIX 

Poem by Laurens Reael: ‘Qui nunc per ... 
non stylus queant? (Appendix I, 3). 

Signed, bottom right: J.C. Philips fecit (Jan 
Caspar Philips, 1700-1775); bottom left: 
Ex Museo Cl. Viri J.G. a Meel 

Engraving; 17 x 10,5 cm. 

Muller 154 

AHM/BN, BC/UB/UvA, MCC, RA 


3.a. After the pen-drawing by Buys (cat. V.1). No 

title, empty label on the plinth. 

Signed, bottom left: J. Buys del.; bottom 
right: Rein. Vinkeles sculp. 

1786 

In: Jacobus Kok, Vaderlandsch Woordenboek 
..., Amsterdam 1780-1796, 35 vols.; in: 
vol. IV, pl. III (Muller). 

Engraving, 14,4 x 9 cm. 

Muller 155. 

RAL 
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b. As the preceding, but added in the plinth 
label: JACOBUS ARMINIUS. 
Signed, bottom left: J. Buys delin.; bottom 
right: Reinr. Vinkeles sculp. 1786 
Engraving, 14,4 x 9 cm. 
AHM/BN, MCC, RAL 


c. As the two preceding numbers, with several 
added data. Signed, bottom left: J. Buys, 
delin.; bottom right: Reinr. Vinkeles, 
sculps. 1786. 

1786 

Inscription, bottom mid: Jacobus Arminius; 
top right: TV.DI.pl.III 

Imprint: Amsterdam, Johannes Allart 

Engraving; 14,8 x 8,7 cm; by Reinier 
Vinkeles, 1786 

Muller 155; Van Someren I: 6; Van Someren 
II: Arminius; Atlas van Stolk 11 

RAL, RKD/IB 
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IV. PAINTINGS 


1. Portrait of Jacobus Arminius in his study 

Anonymous; after 1613 

Oil on panel, 123 x 98cm. 

See for description and commentary: 
pp. 221 ff. 

The panel is registered in the Vienna inven- 
tory as "Bildnis des Jacob Harmensen. 
Nach: Michiel Jansz. van Mierevelt [...]”. 
Other comments in the museum inven- 
tory: “Provenienz: 1849 in Kaiserlichen 
Sammlungen dokumentiert. Publikatio- 
nen: Krafft 1849, S. 69, Nr. 29; Engerth II, 
10167 

Moes 194:4; LL., 45 

Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum, GG. 399. 


2. Portrait of Jacobus Arminius in his study 
(Circle of) Cornelis van der Voort? 
Dated (upper half): A? 1615 
See for description and commentary: 

pp. 225 ff. 
Oil on panel, 114x 88 cm. i | 
Moes 194:7; Dirkse 1994, 86; Van der Meij- $ | 


Tolsma 2008, 205 ff. P = 
p^ 


JACOMUN ARMINIUS. shut sevo 


e 


3. Portrait of Jacobus Arminius 

Anonymous; no date (ca. 1620) 

One of a pair with a portrait of his widow 
Lijsbet Reaal by David Bailly (1620; pl. 4). 

Ca. 1620 

See for description and commentary: 
pp. 223 ff. 

Oil on panel, 114x 88 cm. 

Moes 194:8; Dirkse 1994, 84-85; Van der 
Meij-Tolsma 2008, 207 ff. 

Rotterdam, Remonstrantse Gemeente 


JACOBUS ARMINIUS. obnf 1605 
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4. Portrait of Jacobus Arminius in his study 

Christoffel Lubienitzki (1659-1749) 

Ca. 1705 

Oil on canvas, 98,5 x 81 cm. 

See for description and commentary: 
pp. 222 ff. 

Moes 194:9; Dirkse 1994, 97-98; J. Dijkstra 
a.o. De schilderijen van Museum Catha- 
rijneconvent, (Zwolle/Utrecht, 2004), 
221; Marijke Tolsma and Martin L. van 
Wijngaarden (eds.), Prachtig Protestant 
(Utrecht/Zwolle, 2008), nr. 22, p. 44. 

Utrecht, Museum Catharijneconvent 


5. Portrait of Jacobus Arminius myUUU—áMÁÁm 
Hiéronymus van der Mij (1687-1761) 
Signed b.l.: H. Vander Mij pinx. 

Ca. 1735 

Oil on panel, 77,5 x 60,5 cm. 

“kopie naar origineel in de trant van Michiel 
Jansz. van Mierevelt? (fiche IB). 

Portrait of Arminius in painted oval frame, 
bust, facing left, against a background 
of columns. See for description and 
commentary: pp. 219-221 

Inscription, on both sides of oval top: 
AETAT. XLIX. Inscription on the frame: 
JACOBUS ARMINIUS OUDEWATRIA 
BAT./ THEOLOGIAE PROFESSOR ORDINARIUS 11/10 MDCIII. 
NAT. 10/10 MDLX, OBIIT 19/10 MDCIX. 

Moes 194:3; LL. 45 

Leiden, Senaatskamer Academiegebouw, Universiteit Leiden 


6. Portrait of Arminius in painted oval frame, 
bust, facing left 

Anonymous; no date 

Inscriptions: bottom, cartouche: TAN- 
DEM BONA CAUSA TRIUMPHAT. 
AETATIS 49. In oval frame: PROFES- 
SOR. JACOBUS. ARMINIUS. THEOLO- 
GIAE. 

Voorburg, coll. P. Vermeulen (1964; fiche 
IB). The same as Estates of Jo Nauta—van 
der Hoeven (see for description and com- 
mentary: pp. 220-221). 

Moes 194:2 

Private collection 
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7. Portrait of Jacobus Arminius 

Bust, body, to the left, face turned to the 
right, eyes on the beholder. 

No signature, not dated. 

Inscription, mid left: 49. Jaere 

Oil on panel, 23 x 17,5 cm. 

Moes 194:1 

The Hague, Remonstrantse Gemeente 


8. Portrait of Jacobus Arminius 
Portrait of Arminius, bust, body to the left, face turned to the right, eyes 
on the beholder. 
No signature, not dated 
Oil on panel, 31 x 23,5 cm. 
Whereabouts unknown; last seen 1979, The Hague, art gallery, corner 
Javastraat/Frederikstraat (annotation RKD/IB). 


V. OTHER 


1. Portrait of Jacobus Arminius 

Cf. I.2, but no scroll. Hands are tucked 
away, under the oval bottom, as it were. 
Body to the right, facing left, eyes on 
the beholder. In oval. Plinth with empty 
‘label? Nine buttons on the jacket. Older 
face. Model to the following engravings 
(IIL.2.b,c,d) by Reinier Vinkeles. Drawn 
model by Paulus Buys (see HI.3.a,b,c). 

1786 

Inscription: b.m.: J. Buys f. 

Pen in brown, 14,9 x 90 cm. 

Muller 156. 

UBLPK 
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2. Portrait of Jacobus Arminius pe Tz 
Johan Faber I (ca. 1655-1721) 
Pen in sepia, on parchment; 012,5. 


Ca. 1695 Ss 

Some eight concentric circles form a frame ( g 
around the medallion. Two by two, € 
drawn very close together, they form four ; a 
‘broader’ concentric circles. Between the 


lines of the second and third pair is writ- 
ten at the top: IACOBUS ARMINIUS, 
and at the bottom: “Geboren A°MDLX 
Gestorven MDCIX Oud 49 Jaar’. 
Between the seventh and eighth circle is written, in a very small, 
hardly legible running script: J. Faber 1694 in ...m. Johan Faber is 
known to have made several portraits in the same manner, also on 
parchment, as this one. A little piercing where the compass-needle 
might have been pinched in could not be detected. Nine buttons on 
his jacket. 

Possibly Muller 157 (“Dez. in medaillon. 64mo.’) 

RAL 


3. As L2.1, but the last pair of two consists 
of one circle only. The only inscription 
is between the second and third pair 
of circles: ARMINIUS, top center. 
Arminiuss eyes are looking out of the 
frame, but not at the beholder. Eight 
buttons. 

Johan Faber I (ca. 1655-1721), ca. 1694 

Pen in grey, on parchment; 9 cm. 

Possibly Muller 157 (“Dez. in medaillon. 
64mo-) 

RAL 


4. Portrait of Jacobus Arminius 
Bust, facing left. Engraving on ivory. In an 
oval drawn frame. 
From unknown origin. 
Ivory, ca. 7,3x 5,5 cm. 
MCC 
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APPENDIX I. TEXTS ON ARMINIUS'S PRINTED PORTRAITS 


1. Qui nunc per altas aurei coeli domos 
Regnat beatus, et suo iunctus Deo 
Humana celsus spernit ac nescit simul, 
Sic, Hospes, ora magnus ARMINIVS tulit. 
Coelare mores atque dotes ingeni, 
Doctumque pectus quod fuit (sed heu Fuit) 
Manus nequivit artifex. & quid manus? 
Effere cum non lingua non stylus queant. 


L[aurens] Reael 


2. Si pietas, si docta manus, calamiq labores 
Orbis manent Miracula, 
Cernite terrorem erroris, pietatis amorem, 
Magnum videte Arminium. 


Zoo 't heusch gemoet, de Weijsheyt en Geleertheyt, 
Geen Voetsters zijn van dwalingh, en verkeertheyt. 
Zoo zie dit beelt, een bie vry van fenyn. 

Wie 't Vonnis velt die oordeel van Armyn. 


3. Geleerde en schrandere man, hoe hebt gij in uw leven 
De waerheit ondersocht, de reklijkheit gedreven, 
De broedertwist betreurt? Die rou dee u de doodt; 
Toen gij uw laetste les met deese stem besloot: 
Men dring meer op het doen, dan op 't spitsvindig weten. 
Ik heb mij voor de kerk en staet genoeg gequeten. 


G. Brandt 


4. Hic ille assertor, veri incorruptus, et alma 
Promotor pacis. Christiadum Arminius: 
Quem vero veri maculas abolere parantem 
Non tulit sic Sathan, Christus ad astra tulit. 


E.P. [Eduardus Poppius] 


5. Jacobus Arminius, geboren tot 
Oudewater, A? 1560, hij studeerde 
tot Utregt, daer na tot Marpurg in 
Hessen, en wedergekomen, sond men 
hem na Geneve, daer hij onder Beza 
studeerde, deed een reijs na Padua, 
en wederom in Holland komende, 
wierd hij Predicant tot Amsterdam, 
en eenige tijd daerna Professor in de 
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Theologie tot Leijden, en overleed 
A? 1609. 


6. MENTE sagax, vita sanctus, calamoque celebris, 
ARMINIUS terrae laus, cluit atque poli. 


BIBLIOGRAPHIA ARMINIANA: 
A COMPREHENSIVE, ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY 
OF THE WORKS OF ARMINIUS 


KEITH D. STANGLIN AND RICHARD A. MULLER 


One of the problems we have identified in current Arminius research is 
the unavailability of many primary resources. This lacuna is connected 
with a general lack of awareness of the works of Arminius himself, 
particularly those that do not appear in the collected Opera theologica.! 
The following bibliography is offered as an initial step in the proposed 
remedy. 

Many partial bibliographies of the writings of Arminius have appeared 
in the past. Before this bibliography, the only attempt at a comprehensive 
list has been the useful catalogue compiled by L. Petit.” Combined with 
the chronological inventory of letters in Dekker’s study of Arminius,’ 
these contributions have provided a valuable service. The present bib- 
liography, however, is meant to supersede them all in numerous ways. 

An example of this works contribution can be seen in the list of dispu- 
tations. Petit, who goes beyond most scholars in his listing of Arminius's 
disputations, still lacks many of the public disputations written by and 
defended under Arminius. Bangs and Dekker have also known about 
these disputations, but we have, by means of first-hand research at Leiden 
University, University of Amsterdam and Trinity College Dublin, iden- 
tified all 61 of them here for the first time. The 25 numbered disputa- 
tions found in the Opera are supplemented with 36 more, which have for 
the first time been identified and numbered as Disputationes publicae 26 
through 61. Furthermore, we have listed seven disputations of Arminius 
the theology student, discovering some that go back as early as 1582 at 
Basel. 


! See the essay in this volume by Stanglin, “Arminius and Arminianism: An Overview 
of Current Research? 

? Louis Petit, Bibliographische lijst der werken van de Leidsche hoogleeraren van de 
oprichting der hoogeschool tot op onze dagen, Faculteit der Godgeleerdheid, vol. 1 (1575- 
1619) (Leiden: 1894), 78-88 on Arminius. 

? Evert Dekker, Rijker dan Midas: Vrijheid, genade en predestinatie in de theologie van 
Jacobus Arminius, 1559-1609 (Zoetermeer, The Netherlands, 1993), 256-259. 
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Another advance is in the catalogue of letters written by Arminius. The 
list provided by Dekker amounts to 93 letters, whereas we now have 105 
entries identifying letters. Based on primary research of the manuscripts 
at Leiden University and the University of Amsterdam (hereafter UBL 
and UBA, respectively, where most of the originals are kept), several of 
the dates have been corrected against those found in Nichols, Bangs, 
and Dekker, as well as in the Catalogus Epistularum Neerlandicarum.* 
At times, the date changes have received comment, though some are 
made tacitly. In most cases, the locations of letter manuscripts that do 
not appear in the collection Praestantium ac eruditorum epistolae (Ep. 
Eccl.) have been noted. We have also isolated a few cases where Ep. Eccl. 
has omitted lines from the original manuscripts. 

In addition to bringing all the printed works and letters of Arminius 
together in one bibliography, we have also devoted distinct entries to all 
known lost or unpublished works, lectures, and conferences, as well as 
where their reports or excerpts can be found. For example, alongside the 
written exegetical work on Romans, one can now see the known series of 
"sermons" delivered during Arminiuss ministry in Amsterdam, as well 
as the series of "lectures" presented at Leiden University. A transcription 
of the Galatians lectures is extant, and fragments of the Malachi lectures 
have been discovered in a Dutch pamphlet. 

Section I, the main part of the bibliography, is the comprehensive list 
presented in a chronological format. The format is not a chronology 
according to publication or even completion, but according to when each 
writing or series of praelectiones was undertaken. In the case of some 
works whose precise dates are unknown, we have justified our placement 
decisions. As such, this section also functions as a kind of summary of 
Arminiuss intellectual biography, reflecting but a slice of all the various 
activities in which he was involved. Especially in view of the hitherto 
neglected or unknown pieces, numbers have been assigned to each entry 
in order to facilitate future labor on and discussion of these works. 

Section II is an alphabetical listing of all the collections, translations, 
and posthumous publications of Arminiuss works. Section III is a list 
of the public disputations over which Arminius presided at Leiden Uni- 
versity. This list is arranged topically, based on the order of the Leiden 
theology reflected in the third, fourth, and fifth repetitiones of the Staten 
College disputations in which Arminius participated. 


^ Most of these errors are apparently due to misunderstandings of the Latin dating 
system. E.g., see the entry and note at December 31, 1605. 
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As we have indicated, it will not be enough simply to identify these 
works. More work remains to be done. But we hereby offer this first step 
as a necessary part of the foundation. 


I. A CHRONOLOGY OF ARMINIUS's LETTERS AND WRITINGS 


1582-1586 
1 Carmina, composed during his student days in Switzerland.” 


1582 

2 [September 6] Theses de vetustate doctrinae papisticae, quae ostendunt illam 
non esse praeiudicio orthodoxae doctrinae Evangelij, quam nostrae Ecclesiae 
profitentur. De iis autem ... praeside Jacobo Grynaeo, die VI. Septembris ... 
respondebit Iacobus Arminius, Hollandus. Basel: Oporinus, 1582.6 

3 [October 4] Thesium analyticarum, de epistola Pauli apostoli, ad Galatas, 
pars secunda: in qua agitur, de vocatione filiorum dei per evangelium. Basel: 
Oporinus, 1582. 

4 [October 18] Thesium analyticarum, de epistola Pauli apostoli, ad Galatas, 
pars tertia: in qua de iustificatione fidei agitur. Basel: [Oporinus,] 1582. 


1583 

5 [April 18] Disputationis contra Ebionitas, lesu Christi Domini nostri dei- 
tatem negantes et philou anthropou eum esse fingentes somatopoiesis. Basel: 
Ostenius, 1583.7 

6 [July 4] Problematis, rectene Augustinus censuerit; patrum & nostra sacra- 
menta diversa quidem fuisse, rem autem eandem: necne diiudicatio theolo- 
gica, tradita a D. Iohan. lacobo Grynaeo, de qua in publica disputatione, die 
4 Iulii, respondebit Iacobus Harminius Hollandus. Basel: Konrad Waldkirch, 
1583. 

7 [November 21] De hostibus diligendis, capita ad disputandum, a ... Joh. 
Jacobo Grynaeo proposita ... respondebit Jacobus Harminius Hollandus, ad 
Fridericum Brandt, Neomarchium. Basel: Oporinus, 1583. 


5 These were published as Quelques poésies de Jacques Arminius composées pendant 
son séjour en suisse. Publiées pour la premiére fois et annotées par H. de Vries de 
Heekelingen (The Hague, 1925). 

6 The primary author of all six disputations that Arminius defended as a student in 
Basel (1582-1583) was probably the presiding professor, Jacobus Grynaeus. This method 
is apparently similar to that of Leiden, where Arminius and other presiding professors 
were the primary authors of disputations. In these six Basel disputations, as with other 
disputations throughout this bibliography, the date given is the date set for the oral 
performance, even though the actual printing of the disputations took place a few days 
earlier. 

7 Grynaeus is noted as the disputation's auctor, but Arminius is the explicit author of 
the prayer that appears at the conclusion of this disputation: Precatio ad Filium Dei. 
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1584 

8 Victorini Strigelii, vir clarissimi Epistolae aliquot piae simul et eruditae de 
negocio eucharistico: scriptae ad amicos, nunc editae, ut pii viti memoria 
contra adversarium calumnias vindicetur. [added authors: Johann Jacob 
Grynaeus; Jacobus Arminius] Neustadt: Matthias Harnisch, 1584. 

9 [November 27, 1584 or 1585] Theses de sacra Domini coena. Disputation 
Ix in Theses theologicae in schola Genevensi ab aliquot sacrarum literarum 
studiosus sub DD. Theod. Beza & Antonio Fayo ss. theologiae professoribus 
propositae & disputatae (Geneva, 1586), pp. 147-150; translated as: Proposi- 
tions and Principles of Divinitie Propounded and Disputed in the Universitie 
of Geneva ... under M. Theod. Beza and M. Anthonie Faius (Edinburgh, 
1591), pp. 180-185; and ed. (Edinburgh, 1595), disputation lxviii, pp. 273- 
279.8 


1588 

10 [November 6, 1588-September 30, 1601] Sermons on the Epistle to the 
Romans [Lost work].? 

ii [?]Sermons on Jonah, Malachi, Gospel of Mark, and Epistle to the Galatians 
[Lost works].!° 


1589 
12 [May 20] Letter to the Classis of Enkhuizen [UBA]. 


1591 
13 [February 10] Letter to Wtenbogaert [UBL] [Rogge, 3]. 


8 The Latin edition includes this disputation's date (V. Calend. Decemb.), but no year. 
Although Bangs, Arminius, p. 71, has Arminius in Geneva in fall 1582, nevertheless 
according to the Basel disputations above, he was already defending disputations in Basel 
by September 1582 (see above). He returned to Geneva in August 1584 (per Bangs, 
Arminius, p. 73) and apparently stayed until early 1586. The only years that Arminius 
was in Geneva during November to defend this disputation would have been 1584 and 
1585. 

2 By January 1591, Arminius made it to Romans 7:14, and came to Romans 9 in 1593. 
See Works, L pp. 58, 112, 136; Brandt, Life, p. 125. A fragment is excerpted in Works I, 
p. 101. Lost works delivered in the church we have identified as "Sermons? 

10 Arminius delivered these series of sermons at some point during the course of his 
ministry in Amsterdam. See Brandt, Life, pp. 124-125; Works L, pp. 136, 250. 

11 Several of Arminius letters are found only in Brieven en onuitgegeven stukken van 
Johannes Wtenbogaert, 3 volumes in 7 parts, ed. H.C. Rogge (Utrecht, 1868-1875) (most 
are found in vol. 1), hereinafter cited as “Rogge” The greater part of his correspondence 
is found in Praestantium ac eruditorum virorum epistolae ecclesiasticae et theologicae, ed. 
Christian Hartsoeker and Philip van Limborch (Amsterdam, 1660; second ed., Amster- 
dam: H. Wetstenium, 1684; third ed., Amsterdam: Franciscus Halma, 1704), hereinafter 
cited from the third edition as “Ep. Eccl? Library locations are given for the letters not 
found in Ep. Eccl. An annotated list of most, but not all, of the correspondence is found 
in Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, pp. 256-259. 
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14 [March 23] Letter to Grynaeus [Bremen].? 

15 [ca. 1591-1593/ 1600; preface, 1612] Dissertatio de vero sensu cap. VII ad 
Romanos [in Opera, pp. 809-934] =A Dissertation on the True and Genuine 
Sense of the Seventh Chapter of the Epistle to the Romans [Works, IL, pp. 471- 
683; Writings, IT, pp. 195-453].P? 


1592 

16 [January] Conference in Amsterdam between Arminius and Petrus Plan- 
cius regarding Romans 7 [reported in Brandt, Life, pp. 68-71; Works I, 
pp. 102-103; Bangs, Arminius, pp. 143-144]. 

17 [February 11] Conference in Amsterdam with ministers and magistrates, 
with speech from Arminius [reported and excerpted in Brandt, Life, pp. 81- 
85; Works I, pp. 109-111; Bangs, Arminius, pp. 143-147]. 

18 [September 6] Letter to Wtenbogaert [UBL] [Rogge, 6]. 


1593 

19 [1593/96] Notae ad theses D. Fr. Iunio de praedestinatione [in Opera pp. 
611-619] = Theses of Dr. Francis Junius Respecting Divine Predestination … 
[with] Remarks of Dr. James Arminius on the Same | Works, III, pp. 236-248; 
Writings, III, pp. 263-278]. Cf. entry 27 below.!* 

20 [ca. 1593-1596] Analysis cap. IX ad Romanos, cum Aphorismis [in Opera, 
pp. 778-807] = Analysis of the Ninth Chapter of St. Paul's Epistle to the 
Romans [ Works, III, pp. 485-519; Writings, III, pp. 527-565].^ 

21 [March 25] Response to Charges (concerning the interpretation of Romans 
9) before the Classis of Amsterdam [Works, I, pp. 113-115]. 

22 [May 27] Response to the Charges of Petrus Plancius (concerning the 
interpretation of Romans 9) before the Classis of Amsterdam [Works, I, 
pp. 116-118]. 

23 [August 24] Letter to Bonaventura Vulcanius [UBL]. 

24 [September 1] Letter to Daniel Dogelius [UBI]. 


12 Cited in Works, I, p. 253. See Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, p. 256 for details. Bangs, 
Arminius, p. 72, follows Maronier and dates this March 18, 1591. 

13 Arminius began preaching on Romans 7 in 1591 and early on concluded that the 
Reformed exegesis was in error (cf. Brandt, Life, pp. 66-67). The genesis of his dissertation 
on Romans 7 is usually thought to be here; he concluded his work on the treatise, however, 
in 1600, as he testified in a letter to Wtenbogaert, and he presented a manuscript copy for 
examination at his conference with Gomarus on the subject at the Hague on May 6, 1603 
(cf. Brandt, Life, pp. 70-71, 179; Works I, p. 103). Note that Arminius’s often-referenced 
“Ramist” chart is found only in Dissertatio de vero sensu cap. VII ad Romanos (Leiden, 
1612)—it does not appear in any editions of the Opera. 

14 Le, the date of Juniuss theses. When Arminius wrote out his notae is unclear, 
although they may have been done in conjunction with the writing of his Amica collatio, 
perhaps as a preparation for an initial encounter with Junius. 

5 Arminius began preaching on Romans 9 in 1593 and sent the completed treatise 
(MS, UBA) to Gellius Snecanus for his examination after reading Snecanus’s study of 
Romans 9, which was published in 1596. See Brandt, Life, pp. 101-102; Works, L pp. 112, 
127-128; Bangs, Arminius, p. 194. 
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1595 
25 [March 9] Letter to Drusius [Ep. Eccl., 13]. 
26 [April 12] Letter to Drusius [Ep. Eccl., 14]. 


1596 

27 [ca.1596-1598/1602 fF; preface, 1613] Amica cum Francisco Iunio de prae- 
destinatione per literas habita collatio [in Opera, pp. 445-619] = Friendly 
Conference of James Arminius ... with Mr. Francis Junius about Predestina- 
tion [Works, III, pp. 1-248; Writings, III, pp. 7-262]. Cf. entry 19 above.! 


1597 

28 [January 10] Letter to Drusius [Ep. Eccl., 18]. 

29 [February 7] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 19]. 

30 [June 12] Letter to Drusius [Ep. Eccl., 22]. 

31 [July 12] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 23]. 

32 [October 19] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 24; excerpted in Works, I, 
129-130; Brandt, Life, pp. 113-114]. 


1598 

33 [ca. 1598] Began Loci communes [fragment]. 

34 [?] Letter to Wtenbogaert, including the Tabula de predestinatione [Ep. Eccl., 
26].!* 

35 [August 10] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA].? 


16 Dated in part on the basis of the comment of Arminius children in the preface, that 
Junius kept Arminius responses "for six full years" prior to his death, without making any 
attempt to reply: Junius died in 1602, yielding a date of 1596. This date proves impossible 
for the initial letter of Arminius to Junius, much less for a completed document. The 
document itself presupposes some prior knowledge of Junius, whom Arminius met in 
person only in early 1597. There is also an indication in one of Arminiuss surviving letters 
to Wtenbogaert (Ep. Eccl., 19) that, as of February 7, 1597, Arminius had not yet sent his 
first letter to Junius. Two other letters, both to Wtenbogaert (Ep. Eccl., 23, 24) indicate 
that Arminius was still working on his letter to Junius as of July 12, 1597, but that he had 
sent it to Junius before October of 1597. Internal evidence indicates that Arminius was 
editing his responses still in 1598. The preface also indicates that, following Junius' death, 
Arminius expanded his rebuttals of Junius: thus, the dates of ca. 1596-1598 / 1602 ff. The 
“amicable conferentie" between Junius and Arminius is known and mentioned in the 
Resolutions of the Curators of Leiden University, November 9, 1602, in P.C. Molhuysen, 
Bronnen tot de geschiedenis der Leidsche Universiteit, 7 vols. (Ihe Hague, 1913-1924), L 
p. 144. 

17 Brandt, Life, pp. 115-116, citing Ep. Eccl., 98. Cf. Works, I, p. 131 with the preface 
to Disp. pub. and Disp. priv. 

18 'The autograph at UBA is simply dated “1598”; cf. Brandt, Life, p. 114; Bangs, 
Arminius, pp. 203-204. English translation in Dekker, “Jacobus Arminius and His Logic,” 
138-142. 

1? Each letter to Rem Bisschop is in Dutch. 
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36 [September 28] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA]. 
37 [October 13] Letter to Peter Otghen [UBL ].?? 


1599 

38 [February 18] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 44]. 

39 [March] A Letter [to Wtenbogaert] on the Sin Against the Holy Ghost [Ep. 
Eccl., 45; Works, IL, pp. 731-754; Writings, II, pp. 511-538]?! 

40 [March 3] Letter to Junius, co-authored by Arminius and Jean Taffin [Ep. 
Eccl., 39; Works, I, pp. 159-165]. 

41 [March 17] Letter to Daniel Dolegius [UBL]. 

42 [ca. 1599-1602] Letter to Daniel Dolegius [UBL].” 

43 [April 10] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 46; excerpted in Works, II, p. 50]. 

44 [May 24] Letter to Drusius [Ep. Eccl., 47]. 

45 [June 10] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 48]. 

46 [July 5] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 49].?? 

47 [August 1] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 50; excerpted in Works, I, 
pp. 132-133; Brandt, Life, pp. 119-120]. 

48 [September 8] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 51; excerpted in Works, I, 
pp. 133-134; Brandt, Life, pp. 120-121]. 

49 [October 20] Letter to Gellius Snecanus [UBL]. 


1600 

50 [January 26] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 52; excerpted in Works, I, 
pp. 594-595; G. Brandt, History, II, pp. 4-5]. 

51 [May 26] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl, 53; excerpted in Works, I, 
pp. 135-136, 183; Brandt, Life, pp. 123-124]. 


1601 
52 [August 18] Letter to Anna van den Broeck.** 
53 [September 19] Letter to Adriaen Pauw [UBL]. 


20 This letter is in Dutch; the autograph is also missing the bottom right portion. 

21 The autograph, which is located at UBA, is undated; in Ep. Eccl., it is undated but 
placed between a letter of February 18, 1599, anda letter of April 10, 1599. Nichols, Works, 
IL p. 754 adds the date of March 3, 1599; Bangs, Arminius, p. 204 accepts that date. But 
Rogge, 22, has March 1599. 

22 This undated letter falls in the folder (shelf-mark: PAP 2) between two letters 
dated 17 March 1599 and 2 December 1602. Since the other letters in this folder are in 
chronological order, this letter probably falls between this period. 

23 The autograph at UBA is dated July 5; Ep. Eccl. dates this letter as "Julii 1599.” 

4 The wife of Wtenbogaert; in Brieven van verscheyde vermaerde en geleerde mannen 
deser eeuwe ... waer in veelderhande hoochwichtige Theologische materien en saecken, den 
stand der kercken betreffende, verhandelt werden (Amsterdam: Jan Rieuwertsz., 1662), 
part 2, pp. 1-5. For further information on this Dutch letter, see the details in Dekker, 
Rijker dan Midas, p. 257. 
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1602 

54 [January 11ff] Sermons on the Epistles to the Seven Churches of Asia, 
Revelation, ch. 2-3. [Lost work].*5 

55 [ca. 1602; published 1612] Examen modestum libellus, quem D. Gulielmus 
Perkinsius ... edidit ... de praedestinationis modo et ordine [in Opera, 
pp. 621-777] = Modest Examination of a Pamphlet ... [by] William Perkins 
... On the Mode and Order of Predestination [Works, II, pp. 249-484; 
Writings, III, pp. 279-525].”° 

56 [August 17/19] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 55; Brandt, Life, pp. 126].?” 

57 [October 1] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 56; Works, I, pp. 174-183; 
Brandt, Life, pp. 126, 128]. 

58 [October 30] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 57; cited in Brandt, Life, 
pp. 132-133]. 

59 [December 2] Letter to Daniel Dolegius [UBL]. 


1603 

60 [January 28] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl, 3rd ed., appendix, 1; 
excerpted in Works, I, p. 191, Brandt, Life, pp. 150-151].* 

61 [March 3] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 58; excerpted in Works, I, 
pp. 237-238; Brandt, Life, pp. 161-162]. 

62 [March 4] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 59]. 

63 [March 12] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 3rd ed., appendix, 2]. 

64 [March 27] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 60; excerpted in Works, I, 
PP. 746-747]. 

65 [April 4] Letter to Drusius [Ep. Eccl., 61]. 

66 [April 26] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 62; Rogge, 42; excerpted in 
Works, I, p. 244; Brandt, Life, p. 172].? 

67 [April 28] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 3rd ed., appendix, 3]. 

68 [April 30] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 3rd ed., appendix, 4; excerpted 
in Works, I, p. 244]. 

69 [May 6] Conference at The Hague with Gomarus [reported and excerpted 
in Works I, pp. 244-248]. 

70 [June 21] Letter to Wtenbogaert [excerpted in Works, I, p. 403; Brandt, Life, 
pp. 180-181]. 

71 [June 25] Letter to Wtenbogaert [UBA] [Rogge, 46]. 


25 Course of sermons begun, January 11; Works, I, p. 136; cf. Brandt, Life, p. 125. 

2 W, Nichols (Works, III, p. 251) argues for 1602 on the basis of the “Dedicatory 
Epistle" by the “Nine orphaned children of Arminius”; see the epistle, in ibid., IH, p. 260. 

27 [n the autograph, a postscript paragraph follows dated August 19, 1602, which is 
not included in Ep. Eccl. 

28 Maronier, Arminius, p. 150 n. 1, and Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, p. 257, mention a 
letter from January 21, 1603. Since there is no other record of such, and since Maronier 
actually quotes from this letter of January 28, 1603, this listing by Maronier and Dekker 
for January 21 is most likely a ghost. 

?? The beginning of this letter is omitted in Ep. Eccl., but included in Rogge. 

30 See further details, Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, p. 257. 
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72 [July 10; published, 1603] Theses theologicae de natura Dei ... pro publico 
docturae testimonio ... Jac. Arminius = Disp. pub. 4: De Natura Dei.” 

73 [July 11]: Oratio de Sacerdotio Christi [in Opera, pp. 9-26] = [Oration on] 
The Priesthood of Christ [ Works, I, pp. 402-433; Writings, I, pp. 17-51]. 

74 [August 22] Letter to Wtenbogaert [UBL] [Rogge, 1141].? 

75 [September] Orationes tres: I. De obiecto theologiae. II. De auctore & fine 
theologiae. III. De certitudine ss. theologiae [Opera, pp. 26-41; 41-55; 56- 
71] = [Orations on] I. The Object of Theology; II. The Author and End of 
Theology; III. The Certainty of Sacred Theology | Works, I, pp. 321-347; 348- 
3733 374-401; Writings, I, pp. 52-82; 83-112; 113-145]. 

76 [September 22] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 63; excerpted in Brandt, 
Life, pp. 187-188]. 

77 [1603-1605] Lectures on the Prophet Jonah [Lost work]. 

78 [October 29] Disputationum theologicarum vigesima-quarta, de justifica- 
tione hominis coram Deo per solam fidem. Theod. Carronus; praeside Jac. 
Arminio. [Disp. pub. 40] 

79 [November 5] Disputatio theologica de peccato originali ... Gilbertus Jac- 
chaeus; sub praesidio Jac. Arminii. [Disp. pub. 32] 

80 [November 22] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 65]. 

81 [December 15] Letter to Daniel Dolegius [UBL]. 

82 [December 17] Disputationum theologicarum vigesimaseptima, de bonis 
operibus, et meritis eorum. Christoph. Hellerus; praeside Jac. Arminius. 
[Disp. pub. 42] 

83 [December 21] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 66]. 

84 [1603-1609; published, 1610] Disputationes publicae [in Opera, pp. 197- 
338] = Twenty-five Public Disputations [ Works, IL, pp. 72-317; Writings, I, 
pp. 390-669]. 

85 [1603-1609; published, 1610] Disputationes privatae [in Opera, pp. 339- 
444] = Seventy-Nine Private Disputations | Works, IL, pp. 318-469; Writings, 
IL pp. 9-193]. 


31 Published as Theses theologicae de natura Dei (Leiden, 1603). 

32 According to Johannes Tideman, Catalogus der boeken en handschriften van de bib- 
liotheek der Remonstrantsche gemeente te Amsterdam (Amsterdam, 1877), p. 70, Arminius 
also wrote a letter to Wtenbogaert five years later on August 22, 1608, discussing family 
and church matters. We cannot find this letter or corroborate it in Rogge. Rather than 
assigning a separate entry for it under 1608, however, we note the possibility of Tideman 
mistaking it for this letter of the same date in 1603 to the same addressee, which also 
includes family and church matters. 

$ According to the printed "series lectionum; Ordo lectionum publicarum aestivarum 
in Academia Leidensi, Anno MDCIV (Leiden: Ioannes Patius, 1604), these lectures were to 
be offered at 8.00. See also Brandt, Life, p. 188; Works L pp. 250, 290; and Bangs, Arminius, 
p. 261. Lost works delivered in the university we have identified as "Lectures? 
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1604 

86 [1604-1605] Lectures In Epistolam ad Galatas ex lect. D. Arminii. Unpub- 
lished. Manuscript copy of Theodore Tronchin, in the Archives Tronchin, 
Geneva, vol. 80.?* 

87 [February 7] Disputationum theologicarum trigesima, de divina praedesti- 
natione. Wilhelmus Bastingius; praeside Jac. Arminio. [Disp. pub. 15] 

88 [March 17] Disputationum theologicarum trigesima-tertia de Ecclesia catho- 
lica ejusque partibus. Petrus Cupus, resp., Arminius, Jacobus praes. [Disp. 
pub. 48] 

89 [April 10] Theses theologicae de e Sufficientia & perfectione S. Scripturae 
contra traditiones humanas. Resp. De Coignee. [Disp. pub. 3] 

go [May 5] Disputationum theologicarum trigesima-sexta de ministeriis ecclesi- 
asticis. Johannes Narsius, resp., Arminius, Jacobus praes. [Disp. pub. 51] 

91 [May 29] Theses theologicae de ecclesia ... sub patrocinio Jac. Arminii, resp. 
Joann. Haickstein. [Disp. pub. 47] 

92 [July 3] Disputationum theologicarum trigesima-nona de disciplina ecclesi- 
astica. Abraham Vliet, resp. Arminius, Jacobus praes. [Disp. pub. 53] 

93 [July 15] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 69; excerpted in Works, I, pp. 178, 
766].°° 

94 [July 24] Theses theologicae de primo primi hominis peccato ... Abraham 
Appart; sub praesidio Jac. Arminii. [Disp. pub. 7] 

95 [July 30] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 70; excerpted in Works, I, pp. 
176-177, 254, 699; IL, pp. 150-151]. 

96 [July 31] Theses theologicae de vera humana Christi natura ... sub praesidio 
Jac. Arminii ... Sebastianus Damman. [Disp. pub. 35] 

97 [August 17] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 71; excerpted in Works, I, 
p. 759; Brandt, Life, pp. 196-197]. 

98 [August 30/September 6] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 72; excerpted in 
Works, I, pp. 596, 754, 758-759]. 

99 [September 11] Letter to Drusius [Ep. Eccl., 73]. 


34 In the only extant copy of Ordo lectionum (1604), the printed schedule of Arminius's 
lectures on Jonah are modified by hand to Galatians. The description in the published 
catalogue ofthe Archives Tronchin (p. 150) reads: *Notes en latin, dela main de Théodore 
Tronchin, prises sans doute par lui au cours d'Arminius, professeur à l'Université de 
Leyde, où Tronchin étudia entre 1604 et 1606. Jacob Arminius a apposé sa signature 
dans le “Liber amicorum" de Théodore Tronchin sous la date: ‘Lugduni Batavorum, 
28 julii 1605’ (voir vol. 31, fol. 72)” Brandt, Life, p. 193, indicated that, in 1604, Arminius 
began lecturing on the New Testament, much to the anger of Gomarus. According 
to the preface of Verclaringhe, 0004", the confrontation was occasioned specifically by 
Arminiuss lectures on Galatians. 

35 A postscript of two lines in the autograph is omitted from Ep. Eccl. 

36 A postscript of seven lines in the autograph is omitted from Ep. Eccl. 

37 A postscript of eight lines in the autograph, dated September 6, 1604, is omitted 
from Ep. Eccl. 
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100 [September 22] Disputationum theologicarum quadragesima-secunda de 
baptismo et paedobaptismo. Jacobus Zuerius Antwerpianus, resp. Arminius, 
Jacobus praes. [Disp. pub. 58] 

101 [October/November?] Examen thesium D. Francisci Gomari de praedesti- 
natione. [Not in Opera, published 1645] = Examination of the Theses of Dr. 
Francis Gomarus respecting Predestination [ Works, III, pp. 521-658; not in 
Writings). 

102 [November 1] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 74; excerpted in Works, I, 
p. 261; Brandt, Life, pp. 201-202]. 

103 [November 10] Disputationum theologicarum quadragesima-quinta de Fal- 
sis quinque Sacramentis. Praeside I Arminio. Resp. Alardus de Vries. [Disp. 
pub. 60] 

104 [December 27] De Sufficientia & perfectione S. Scripturae contra traditiones. 
Resp. Abrah. Vliet. [Disp. pub. 2] 


1605 

105 [January 22] Disputatio theologica de ecclesia eiusque capite ... Gerh. Helmi- 
chiades; sub praesidio Jac. Arminii. [Disp. pub. 18] 

106 [February 23] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum quinta de 
Persona Patris & Filii. Resp. Petro de la Fite. [Disp. pub. 5]? 

107 [March 30] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum octava de 
Angelis bonis et malis [in genere et in specie] ... sub praesidio I. Arminii. 
Resp. Andreas Knutius Vesalius. [Disp. pub. 29] 

108 [ca. April 30] Letter of testimonial for Abraham Vlietius [in Brandt, Life, 
p. 220; Bangs, p. 267]. 

109 [May 2] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 76; excerpted in Works, I, pp. 309, 
658-659; II, pp. 20, 189]. 

110 [May 4] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum undecima de 
Iustitia & efficacia Providentiae Dei in malo. Resp. Rodolpho De Zyll. | Disp. 
pub. 9] 

111 [May 20/ June 7] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 77; excerpted in Works, I, 
pp. 188-189, 286; 469-470, 596; II, pp. 189-190; Brandt, Life, pp. 234-235; 
G. Brandt, History, IL, p. 37].*° 


38 Written after October 1604 in response to Franciscus Gomarus, Theses theologicae 
de praedestinatione Dei ... Samuel Gruterus; sub praesidio Franc. Gomari. [October 31, 
1604] (Lugduni Bat.: ex off. Joann. Patii, 1604). Petit lists a Leiden, 1613 publication of 
the Examen thesium, but indicates that is it published with De Courcelles’s De ira Dei, 
describing, in fact, the 1645 publication. The Leiden 1613 dating appears to be a ghost. 

?? For more on this disputation and the chronological problems presented in Brandt, 
see Stanglin, Arminius on the Assurance of Salvation, pp. 30-31 n. 58. 

40 Although the letter is divided into two portions dated May 20 and June 7, respec- 
tively, parts of the letter may have been written before May 4. In the first section, Arminius 
refers to theses he is sending to Wtenbogaert (Diputatio publica, 9). In the second sec- 
tion, Arminius states that, after writing the first portion of the letter, the disputation was 
defended. The disputation was scheduled on May 4. 
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112 [July 2] Theses theologicae de imaginis Dei in nobis restitutione ... sub 
praesidio Jac. Arminii. Resp. Theod. Tronchinus. [Disp. pub. 33] 

113 [July 20] Disputatio theologica de veris verae visibilis Christi in terris ecclesiae 
notis ... Gerh. Helmichius; sub praesidio Jac. Arminii. [Disp. pub. 49] 

114 [July 23] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum decima-quarta 
de libero hominis arbitrio eiusque viribus. Sub praesidio I Arminii. Resp. 
Paulus Leonardi F. de Leonardis. | Disp. pub. 11] 

115 [July 25] Letter to Borrius [Ep. Eccl., 78; excerpted in Works, I, pp. 267-268, 
612; IL p. 190]. 

116 [August 10] Antwoord der Theologische Faculteit op een gravamen der classis 
Dordrecht." 

117 [September 24] Theses theologicae de sacra scriptura. Daniel Guerinellus; 
sub. praesido Iacobi Arminii. [Disp. pub. 26] 

118 [October 19] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum decima- 
septima de Legis & Evangelii comparatione. Praeside I. Arminio. Resp. Petrus 
Cunaeus. [Disp. pub. 13] 

119 [October 27] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 80; excerpted in Works, I, 
pp. 593-594; IL, p. 318; Brandt, History, IL, p. 37?]. 

120 [November 5] Theses theologicae de sacramentis in genere: sub. tutela Jacobi 
Arminii ... lacobus Chalmot. [Disp. pub. 55] 

121 [November 9, 1605; published 1611] Quaestiones numero novem ... cum 
D.I. Arminii eas responsionibus [in Opera, pp. 184-186] = Nine Questions 
Exhibited for the Purpose of Obtaining and Answer from each of the Professors 
of Theology ... and the Replies which James Arminius gave to them | Works, 
IL pp. 64-68 / 69-71; Writings, I, pp. 387-389]. 

122 [November 19] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum vigesima 
de perpessionibus Christi. Praesidio I. Arminio. Resp. Laurentius Pauli Borch- 
lonius Eburo. [Disp. pub. 36] 

123 [November 26] Letter to Wtenbogaert [UBA] [Rogge, 60].** 


4l This document—signed by Arminius (rector magnificus), Gomarus, and Trelcatius, 
and co-signed by Kuchlinus—states that there are no fundamental differences among 
the Leiden theological faculty. The text is preserved in P.C. Molhuysen, Bronnen tot de 
geschiedenis der Leidsche Universiteit, 7 vols. (The Hague, 1913-1924), L p. 417*; Works, 
I, p. 39. C£. G. Brandt, History, IL p. 35. See also the discussion in Stanglin, Arminius on 
the Assurance of Salvation, pp. 27-28. 

“2 G. Brandt, History, II, p. 37, has this incorrectly dated as June 27, 1605. 

5 According to Arminius in Verklaring, p. 49, the questions were posed by the curators 
of the university on November 9, 1605, and answered by Arminius at that time. In Mol- 
huysen, Bronnen, pp. 160-161, the questions are posed in the Resolutions of the Curators, 
dated November 7-8, 1605. The questions were first published with the Declaratio sen- 
tentiae as appended to the 1611 printing of the Orationes (pp. 173-176); the "remarks" 
are from a letter to Wtenbogaert, written December 31, 1605. This letter was not included 
in the 1611 printing of the Orationes nor is it in the Opera, but is found in Ep. Eccl, 81, 
and translated in Works. 

“4 This letter to Wtenbogaert is in Dutch. 
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124 [December 21] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum vigesima 
tertia de Fide ... praes, I. Arminio, resp. Richardus Janus Neraeus. | Disp. pub. 
38] 

125 [December 31] Letter to Wtenbogaert, trans. as Remarks on the Preceding 
Questions, and on those opposed to them [Ep. Eccl., 81; Works, IL, pp. 69-71, 
cf. I, pp. 179-180, the remainder of the letter; Writings, I, pp. 387-389]. 


1606 

126 [January] Began Lectures on the Prophet Malachi [Lost work, fragments 
extant]. 

127 [January 28] Theses theologicae de Baptismo. Sub praesidio I. Arminii. Resp. 
Nicolaus Dominici. [Disp. pub. 57] 

128 [February 8] Oratio de componendo religionis inter Christianos dissidio [in 
Opera, pp. 71-91] = On Reconciling Religious Dissensions Among Christians 
[Works, I, pp. 434-579; Writings, I, pp. 146-192]. 

129 [February 12] Letter to Narsius [Ep. Eccl., 82; excerpted in Works, I, pp. 434- 
435]. 

130 [February 22] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum vigesima- 
sexta, de indulgentiis et purgatorio. Phil. Adr. E. Pynacker; praeside Jac. 
Arminio. [Disp. pub. 41] 

131 [March 4] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 83; excerpted in Works, II, 
pp. 26-27]. 

132 [March 18] Disputatio theologica de libertate Christiana ... Resp. Engelber- 
tus Sibelius; sub praesidio Jac. Arminii. [Disp. pub. 20] 

133 [March 24] Letter to Matthisius [Ep. Eccl., 84]. 

134 [April 8] Theses theologicae de lapsu primi hominis ... Sam. I.F. Hochedaeus 
de la Vigne; sub praesidio Jac. Arminii. [Disp. pub. 31] 

135 [April 8] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum vigesima-nona, 
de invocatione sanctorum ... Jac. ad Portum; sub praesidio Jac. Arminii. 
[Disp. pub. 24] 

136 [May 4ff.] Letters to Reginald Donteclock [fragments]. 


45 The autograph is dated "pridie Kal. Ianuarii. 1605.’ Works, I, p. 179 gives the date 
as January 31, 1605, but in Works, IL, p. 69, the date is given as January 31, 1606; Dekker 
corrects the date to December 31, 1605. 

46 Cf. Works, I, p. 290; Brandt, Life, p. 245; Bangs, Arminius, p. 272. Fragments of the 
university lectures on Malachi are preserved in Dutch in Reginald Donteclock, Antwoorde 
op een seker schrift, eens onbekenden "tonrechte geintituleert, Christelicke ende ernstighe 
vermaninghe tot vrede, aen R. Donteclock, over sijne 'tSamensprekinghe etc. (Delft: Jan 
Andriesz., 1609), B4'-C1*. Donteclock has two different copies of transcribed notes from 
these lectures. 

47 Fragments of these letters are preserved in Dutch in Donteclock, Antwoorde, C3'*- 
C4’, E3*, E4', Fi", G3", N2", O2*. Donteclock wrote his first letter to Arminius on April 1, 
1606 (O1). Donteclock only dates one of the letters he received from Arminius, to May 4, 
1606 (N2"). This one is probably the first letter from Arminius, a response to Donteclock's 
first letter of April 1. The correspondence contains at least two letters from Arminius, 
since Donteclock refers to the "first letter" and "last letter" from Arminius. 
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137 [May 27] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum trigesima- 
secunda, de resurrectione carnis et vita aeterna ... praeside Jac. Arminio ... 
Resp. Herm. Keckius. | Disp. pub. 46] 

138 [July 1] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum trigesima-quinta, 
de notis ecclesiae ... sub praeside Jac. Armini ... Resp. Joann. Casimirus 
Junius. [Disp. pub. 50] 

139 [July 8] Letter to [?] [Ep. Eccl., 85; excerpted in Works, I, p. 764].* 

140 [July 20] Letter to Narsius [Ep. Eccl., 86]. 

141 [July 29] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum trigesima- 
octava, de potestate ecclesiae in fidei dogmatis, legibus ferendis, et jurisdic- 
tione ... Bernh. Vezekius; sub praesidio Jac. Arminii. [Disp. pub. 52] 

142 [September 1] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 88; summarized in Works, 
L pp. 291, 292-293]. 

143 [September/October?] Oration against Socinianism [Lost work].® 

144 [October 25] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum quadra- 
gesima-prima, de sacramentis in genere. Nath. Vaius ... sub praesidio Jac. 
Arminii. [Disp. pub. 56] 

145 [November 25] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum quadra- 
gesima-quarta, de S. coena Domini ... sub praeside Jac. Armini ... Lud. 
Michael. [Disp. pub. 59] 

146 [November 29] Theses theologica de justificatione hominis coram Deo ... 
Alard. de Vries ... praeside Jac. Armino. [Disp. pub. 19] 

147 [December 27] Letter to Narsius [Ep. Eccl., 87]. 


1607 

148 [January 13] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum quadra- 
gesima-septima et ultima de magistratu. Joannes Le-Chantre; sub praeside 
Jac. Arminii. [Disp. pub. 25] 

149 [February 3] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 98]. 

150 [February 9] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 99]. 

151 [March 3] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum secunda de 
Authoritate & certitudine s. Scripturae. Resp. Bernherd. Vezekio. [Disp. pub. 
1] 

152 [March 29] Letter to Narsius [Ep. Eccl., 100]. 

153 [April 7] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum quinta de Essen- 
tia Dei et attributis primi generis. Sub praesidio I. Arminii. Resp. Ricardus 
lanus Neraeus. [Disp. pub. 28] 


^3 The addressee is unnamed. Rogge, who documents letters to Wtenbogaert, does not 
mention this letter. In the handwritten copy at UBA, which is the basis for much of Ep. 
Eccl., the margin reads "Fragmentum epistolae, de praedestinatione,” and it is addressed 
to “N.N? (probably nomen nescio). This copy also contains five lines in the middle that 
are omitted in Ep. Eccl. 

?? Proposed in Arminius to Wtenbogaert, September 1, 1606, Ep. Eccl., 88; identified as 
having been delivered in J. Narsius to E. Sandius, September 12, 1612, in Ep. Eccl., p. 327; 
cf. Brandt, Life, pp. 264-265, referenced also by Nichols in Works, I, p. 293. 
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154 [May 3] Letter to Sebastian Egberts [Ep. Eccl., 101; excerpted in Works I, 
PP. 295-296, 608-609, 735-736; Brandt, Life, pp. 270, 299-301]. 

155 [May 22ff.] Preparatory convention at The Hague for the upcoming nation- 
al synod [reported in Arminius’s Verklaring, pp. 52-55; cf. Works I, p. 582 
note; Bangs, Arminius, pp. 289-290]. 

156 [June23] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum octava de Spiritu 
Sancto. Sub praesidio I. Arminii. Resp. lacobus Mahotius Armorico-Gallus. 
[Disp. pub. 6] 

157 [July 28] Disputationum theologicarum quinta repetitarum undecima de 
Creatione hominis ad imaginem Dei. Sub praesidio I. Arminii. Resp. Isaacus 
Massius. [Disp. pub. 30] 

158 [August 1] Theses theologicae quibus asseritur Ecclesias reformatas & 
Romana Ecclesia secessionem non fecisse &c. Jacobus Cusinus Genevensis, 
resp., Arminius, Jacobus praes. [Disp. pub. 22] 

159 [August 25] Letter to Vorstius [Ep. Eccl., 105; excerpted in Works I, p. 754]. 

160 [October 20] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum decima- 
tertia de iustitia et efficacia providentiae dei in malo. Resp. Gerardus Adriani 
Lugdunensis-Batavus; praeside lacobo Arminio. [Disp. pub. 10] 

161 [November 1] Dissertatio theologica de idololatria. Japhetus Vigerius, resp., 
Arminius, Jacobus praes. [Disp. pub. 23] 

162 [November 10] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum decima- 
quarta de peccatis actualibus. Praeside I. Arminio. Resp. Casparus Wiltens 
Conradi. [Disp. pub. 8] 

163 [December 8] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum decima- 
septima de Lege Dei. Praeside I. Arminio. Resp. Dionysius T.E Sprankhuysen. 
[Disp. pub. 12] 

164 [December 15] Decades quinque propositionum theologicarum contra Ana- 
baptistas. Jacobus Laurentius, resp., Jacobus Arminius, praes. [Disp. pub. 61] 

165 [ca. 1607] Articuli nonnulli diligenti examine perpendendi, authoris de prae- 
cipuis doctrinae Christianae capitibus sententiam plenius declarantes [in 
Opera pp. 948-966] = Certain Articles to be Diligently Examined and 
Weighed [Works, IL, pp. 706-731; Writings, IL, pp. 479-511].°° 


1608 
166 [ca. January] Letter to the Classis of North Holland (jointly from Arminius 
and Wtenbogaert) [Rogge, 77].?! 


° The document itself offers no explicit indication of date and neither the Leiden 
nor the Frankfurt Opera provides clarification. We hypothesize a late date given a) the 
discussion of the second person of the Trinity as autotheos presupposes the debate over 
Trelcatiuss Christology (1606) and adumbrates the arguments of the Letter to Hippolytus 
à Collibus and the Apology against Thirty-one Defamatory Articles (1608); and b) the 
virtual identity of the articles on predestination (XV.1-4) with the text of Arminius's view 
of the decrees in the Declaratio sententiae-granting the noticeable differences between 
this formulation and all of Arminiuss earlier statements of the doctrine. 

5! The text is preserved in Jacobus Triglandius, Kerckelycke Geschiedenissen (Leiden: 
Adriaen Wyngaerden, 1650), pp. 398-401. It is undated, but Rogge, 77, estimates January 
1608. 
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167 [February 5] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA]. 

168 [March 19] Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum decima- 
septima de Legis & Evangelii comparatione. Praeside I. Arminio. Resp. Gual- 
terus Busius. [Disp. pub. 34] 

169 [March 31] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum vigesima- 
prima de Officiis Iesu Christi domini nostri. Praeside I. Arminio. Resp. Petrus 
Faverius. [Disp. pub. 14] 

170 [April 5] Epistola ad Hippolytum à Collibus [in Opera, pp. 935-947; Ep. Eccl., 
114] = A Letter to Hippolytus a Collibus [Works, IL, pp. 685-705; Writings, 
IL pp. 473-478; Brandt, Life, pp. 302-306]. 

171 [April 6] Letter to Drusius [Ep. Eccl., 115; excerpted in Works I, p. 168; 
Brandt, Life, pp. 306-307]. 

172 [April 13] Letter to Melvinus and Paraeus (jointly from Arminius and 
Wtenbogaert) [Ep. Eccl., 104]. 

173 [April 25] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA]. 

174 [May 5] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA].? 

175 [May 18] Letter to Ubbo Emmius [Tresoar, Leeuwarden]. 

176 [May 30] Conference with Gomarus at The Hague.” 

177 [June 16] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA]. 

178 [June 23] Letter to Borrius [Ep. Eccl., 116]. 

179 [June 28] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum vigesima-tertia 
de Exaltatione Christi. Praeside I. Arminio. Resp. Van der Rosieren. [Disp. 
pub. 37] 

180 [July 23] Theses theologicae de pontifice Romano & praecipuis qui ipsi attri- 
buuntur titulis. Jan Maartensz Dach Zirizaeus, resp., Arminius, Jacobus 
praes. [Disp. pub. 21] 

181 [July 26] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum vigesima-quinta 
de fide. Praeside I. Arminio. Resp. Iacobus Massisius Antwerpianus. Disp. 
pub. 39] 

182 [August 8] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA]. 

183 [September 5] Theses theologicae de sacris conciliis.” [Disp. pub. 54] 


? Dekker dates this to 1607. Its placement in Ep. Eccl., however, appears to be more 
topical than chronological. It is placed in the midst of other 1607 letters, but this is because 
it follows a letter by Sibrandus Lubbertus dated July 1, 1607, and this letter, written over 
nine months later, regards Lubbertus. 

> This letter is listed as May 1, but the letter itself appears to be dated May 5. 

54 Arminius, Verklaring, pp. 45-46. The conference is summarized and excerpts from 
Arminiuss speech given in Works I, pp. 581-585, note; Bangs, Arminius, pp. 297-299. 

°° There seems to be no extant Latin text of this disputation. The exact date is given 
only in the preface to Verklaring (Leiden, 1610), 004". It is translated as Godlycke stellin- 
ghen, vande heylighe concilien, welke met aenblasinghe van den grooten Godt, ende aent 
roer sittende, den seer beroemden man, D.D. Jacobo Arminio, professoor der theologien, inde 
vrucht-bare academie van Leyden, tot oeffeninghe, ende waerderinghe, opentlijck aenslaet 
... G. Wirtzeus de Bergomo. In Dry tractaetgens vande Ordre int beroepen ende beleydinge 
der jaerlijcsche Synoden (Amsterdam, 1610). 
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184 [September 5 Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA]. 

185 [September 13] Letter to Wtenbogaert [UBA]. 

186 [September 24] Letter to Sebastian Egberts [Ep. Eccl., 118; excerpted in 
Works I, pp. 298-299]. 

187 [ca. September; published 1611] Apologia adversus articulos XXXI [Ope- 
ra, pp. 134-183] = Apology against Thirty-one Defamatory Articles [ Works, 
I, pp. 733-770; IL, pp. 1-79; Writings, I, pp. 276-379]. 

188 [October 10] Letter to Sebastian Egberts [Ep. Eccl., 119; excerpted in Works 
I, pp. 610-611; Brandt, Life, pp. 328-330]. 

189 [October 27] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA]. 

190 [October 30] Declaratio sententiae authoris horum operum de praedestina- 
tione, providentia Dei, libero arbitrio, gratia Dei, divinitate Filii Dei, & de 
iustificatione hominis coram Deo [in Opera, pp. 91-133] = Verklaring van 
Jacobus Arminius, afgelegt in de vergadering van de Staten van holland op 
30 oktober 1608 = Declaration of the Sentiments of Arminius, delivered before 
the States of Holland [ Works, I, pp. 580-732; Writings, I, pp. 193-275]. 

191 [November] Began Tractate on 2 Thessalonians 2 [Lost work].°’ 

192 [November 29] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA] 

193 [December 8] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA] 

194 [December 10] Letter to Sebastian Egberts [Ep. Eccl., 123; excerpted in 
Works I, pp. 580-581, 598, 736-737]. 

195 [December 14] Letter to Sebastian Egberts [Ep. Eccl., 124]. 


1609 

196 [February 7] Disputationum theologicarum qunita repetitarum vigesima- 
septima de Resipiscentia. Sub praesidio I. Arminii. Resp. Henricus Nellius 
Clivo- Vesalius. [Disp. pub. 17] 

197 [February 28] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum vigesima- 
nona de bonis operibus et meritis eorum. Christ. Sopingius N.E; sub praesidio 
lacobo Arminius. [Disp. pub. 43] 

198 [March 15] Letter to Wtenbogaert [Ep. Eccl., 125; excerpted in Works, II, 
pp. 445-446]. 

199 [March 30] Letter to Conrad Vorstius [Ep. Eccl., 126; excerpted in Works, I, 
p. 644]. 

200 [April 28] Letter to Lubbertus (jointly from Arminius and Wtenbogaert) 
[Ep. Eccl., 127]. 

201 [May 2] Aphorismi theologici de Verbo Dei scripto. Sub praesidio I. Arminii. 
Resp. Heinricus Slatius Duvelando-Zelandus. [Disp. pub. 27] 


5° Published with the Declaratio sententiae as appended to the 1611 Orationes (pp. 81- 
172). 

57 This tractate, begun in November 1608 and continued into 1609, is referred to in the 
preface to Verclaringhe (Leiden, 1610), 003'-004". While the preface asserts Arminius’s 
judgments against the papacy, the author (ostensibly Arminiuss widow) appeals to the 
tractate he began in "the beginning of November" 1608 and continued into the next year, 
in which he expounded 2 Thessalonians 2 as a reference to the pope, calling him, among 
other things, “antichrist.” 
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202 [May 9] Disputationum theologicarum trigesima prima, de operibus secun- 
dae tabulae. Joannes a Schooten E.E; praeside lacobo Arminio. [Disp. pub. 
44] 

203 [May 30] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum trigesima tertia 
de Invocatione Sanctorum. Sub Praesidio I. Arminii. Resp. Lucas Spiringius 
Zelandus. [Disp. pub. 45] 

204 [July 25] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum trigesima quinta 
de Vocatione hominum ad salutem. Sub Praesidio I. Arminii. Resp. Iacobus 
Bontebal. [Disp. pub. 16] 

205 [July 30] Borriuss account of the final disputation of Arminius (July 25) 
and the subsequent exchange with Gomarus [Ep. Eccl., 130; excerpted in 
G. Brandt, History, II, p. 55; Brandt, Life, pp. 350-352; and in Works, I, 
pp. 300-301]. 

206 [August 9] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA]. 

207 [August 12-22] Conference at The Hague with Gomarus.^? 

208 [August 25] Letter to Rem Bisschop [UBA].” 

209 [September 12] Letter to the States of Holland [preserved in Joannes Wten- 
bogaert, Kerckeliicke historie (Rotterdam: Joannes Naeranus, 1647), pp. 
470-471; excerpted in Brandt, History, II: p. 61; Works, L pp. 41-42]. 

210 [October 19] Arminius’s "Last Will and Testament" [Leiden City Archives] 
[excerpted in G. Brandt, History, IL, p. 61; Works, L pp. 45-46, 307]. 


Undated 
211 [?] An Christus habuerit secundum humanam naturam suam aliquam pec- 
candi potentiam.© 


II. COLLECTIONS AND POSTHUMOUS 
PUBLICATIONS OF ARMINIUS’S WORKS 


Amica cum Francisco Iunio de praedestinatione per literas habita collatio. Leiden, 
1613. 

Bekentenis D. Iacobi Arminii vande vrye wil des menschen ende zyne krachten. 
S.l.: s.n., 1617 [translation of Disp. pub. 11]. 

Brieven en onuitgegeven stukken van Johannes Wtenbogaert, 3 volumes in 7 parts, 
ed. H.C. Rogge (Utrecht, 1868-1875). 

Brieven van verscheyde vermaerde en geleerde mannen deser eeuwe, ed. Philip van 
Limborch (Amsterdam, 1662). 


>® A transcription of the conference debates resides in the National Archives in The 
Hague. See also the eyewitness report of Festus Hommius in PJ. Wijminga, Festus 
Hommius (Leiden, 1899), Bijlage G, pp. xi-xv. 

59 This letter may be the same as the one to Bisschop dated as August 26, 1609, in 
Brandt, Life, p. 363; and Bangs, Arminius, p. 326 n. 15. However, UBA only has a letter 
dated August 25, not August 26. 

6 This undated response of Arminius is embedded in a letter from Limborch to 
Arnold Poelenburg [Ep. Eccl. 132]. 
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Een cleyn tractaetgen, vervatende seeckere articulen teghens den aflaet ende vaghe- 
vier. Ghedisputeert onder Iacobo Arminio ... anno 1606, den 22 Februarij. 
VVt het Latijn in Duyts ghetrouvvelijck overgheset. Amstelredam, by Dirck 
Pieterssz, 1609 [translation of Disp. pub. 41].9! 

Copie van sekeren brief eertijts gheschreven van Jacobo Arminio aen Gellium 
Snecanum, Inhoudende, Een corte verclaringhe over het neghende Cappitel 
tot den Romeynen. Rotterdam, 1610 [translation of Analysis; see entry 20 
above]. 

Een cort, ende bundich tractaetgen, vervatende seeckere theses off articulen daer 
inne bewesen wort, dat de Gereformeerde Kercken vande Roomsche Kercke 
niet affgheweecken en zijn ... Ghestelt door Jacobum Arminium ... Wten 
Latijne in Nederlantsche tale ghetrouwelijck overgheset. The Hague: Hille- 
brant Jacobssz, 1609 [translation of Disp. pub. 22]. 

Corte ende grondighe verclaringhe uyt de Heylighe Schrift over het swaerwichtighe 
poinct vande cracht ende rechtvaerdicheyt der voorsienicheyt Godts omtrent 
het quade: Wesende eerstmael int’ iaer 1605. andermael int’ iaer 1607. Tot 
ondersoeck der waerheyt ende oeffeninghe der ieucht inde Hooghe Schole tot 
Leyden openbaerlick om te disputeren voorghestelt door lacobvm Arminivm 
...; Ende nu uyt beyden disputatien by malcandren ghebracht ende int Ne- 
derduyts overgheset. Tot Leyden, by Ian Paets Iacobszoon, 1609 [conflation 
and translation of Disp. pub. 9 and 10]. 

De vero et genuino sensu cap. VII Epistolae ad Romanos dissertatio. Leiden, 1612. 

Disputationes XXIV. de diversis christianae religionis capitibus ab ipsomet totidem 
verbis compositae. Leiden: Thomas Basson, 1609.9 

Disputationes magnam partem S. Theologiae complectentes, publicae et privatae. 
Leiden: J. Paedts and Thomas Basson, 1610; 2nd ed., Leiden: Gottfried 
Basson, 1614. 

Epistola ad Hippolytum à Collibus. Delft: Joannes Andreas, 1613 [includes Artic- 
uli nonnulli diligenti examine perpendendi, authoris de praecipuis doctrinae 
Christianae capitibus sententiam plenius declarantes]. 

Examen modestum libellus, quem D. Gulielmus Perkinsius ... edidit ... de prae- 
destinationis modo et ordine. Leiden, 1612 [includes Analysis cap. IX ad 
Romanos, cum Aphorismis]. 

Examen thesium D. Francisci Gomari de praedestinatione. Amsterdam, 1645. 


61 Translation of Disputationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum vigesima-sexta, de 
indulgentiis et purgatorio. Phil. Adr. F. Pynacker; praeside Jac. Arminio. 22 February 1606 
(Lugd. Bat.: ex off. Joann. Patii, 1606). 

€ A conflation of Arminius’s Disputationes publicae, 9 and 10, originally Disputa- 
tionum theologicarum quarto repetitarum undecima de Iustitia & efficacia Providentia 
Dei in malo. Sub praes. I. Arminii. Resp. Rodolpho De Zyll. 4 May 1605 (Lugd.Bat.: ex off. 
Joann. Patii, 1605); and Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum decima-tertia de 
iustitia et efficacia providentiae dei in malo. Resp. Gerardud Adriani Lugdunensis-Batavus; 
praeside Iacobo Arminio. 20 October 1607 (Lugduni Batavorum: Ioann. Patius, 1607). This 
document contains 24 theses. 

$$ Subsequent editions of these Disputationes publicae contained an additional dispu- 
tation on the topic of repentance, bringing the total to 25. 
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Godlycke stellinghen, vande heylighe concilien, welke met aenblasinghe van den 
grooten Godt, ende aent roer sittende, de seer beroemden man, D.D. Jacobo 
Arminio, professoor der theologien, inde vrucht-bare academie van Leyden, 
tot oeffeninghe, ende waerderinghe, opentlijk aenslsaet ... G. Wirtzeus de 
Bergomo. S.l.: s.n., 1608 [translation of Disp. pub. 54].°* 

The Just Mans Defence or, The Declaration of the Judgement of James Arminius, 
Doctor and Professor of Divinity in the University of Leyden ... To which 
Is Added, Nine Questions ... with Their Solution, trans. Tobias Conyers 
(London, 1657) [translation of Declaratio sententiae] 

The Missing Public Disputations of Jacobus Arminius: Introduction, Text, and 
Notes, ed. Keith D. Stanglin [BSCH]. Leiden (forthcoming) [texts of Disp. 
pub. 26-61]. 

Opera theologica. Leiden, 1629; Frankfurt, 1631; 1635. 

Orationes, itemque tractatus insigniores aliquot: in quibus sentiat de quampluri- 
mis in S. theologia hoc tempore controverisis quaestionibus. Leiden, 1611; 
2nd ed., 1613 [includes Declaratio sententiae, a translation of Verclaringhe; 
Apologia adversus articulos XXXI; and Quaestiones numero novem ... cum 
D. I. Arminii ad eas Responsionibus] 

Praestantium ac eruditorum virorum epistolae ecclesiasticae et theologicae. 1st ed., 
1660; 2nd ed., 1684; 3rd ed., Amsterdam: Franciscus Halma, 1704. 

Quelques poésies de Jacques Arminius composées pendant son séjour en suisse. 
Publiées pour la première fois et annotées par H. de Vries de Heekelingen. 
The Hague, 1925. 

Syntagma disputationum theologicarum ... Clariss. viris Doctor. et Professoribus 
Fransisco Gomaro, Iacobo Arminio et Luca Trelcatio Iuniore, praesidibus. 
Rotterdam: Joannes Leonardus a Berewout, 1615, 1619, 1625 [quarta repe- 
titio]. 

Twee disputatien: de eene D. Petri Bertii, Van de ketterije Pelagii ende Caelesti. 
De andere D. Jacobi Arminii, Van des menschen vreije-willekeur en hare 
crachten: Wt den Latijne overgheset. The Hague: Hillebrandt Jacobsz., 1609 
[translation of Disp. pub. 11]. 

Twee dispvtatien vande goddeliicke predestinatie: deene by doct. Franciscvs Goma- 
rvs, dander by doct. Iacobus Arminivs, beyde professoren inde theologie 
tot Leyden: Tot ondersoeck der waerheyt, ende oeffeninghe der ieucht, inde 


64 This disputation appears as the first item in Dry tractaetgens vande Ordre int 
beroepen ende beleydinge der jaerlijcsche Synoden. ... Hier zijn noch by ghevoeget eenighe 
getuychnissen der Outvaderen vande nootwendicheyt der Synoden. Alles by een gebracht 
ende uyt de latijnsche tale overgheseset door Ioannen Lydium. Amsterdam: Jan Evertsz. 
Cloppenburrch, 1610. This collection contains: I. D. Iacobi Arminij ... waer by ghevoecht 
is een corte wederlegginghe des selven, ende een broederlijcke teghensprek inghe des wercks 
D. Ioannis Wten-Bogartij. Door den oversetter: II. Sommiger treffelijcke dienaren van 
Duytslant. III. D. Andrae Hyperij, Professoris Theol. tot Marpurg. 

6 A disputation of Bertius plus Arminius’s Disputatio publica, 11, originally Dispu- 
tationum theologicarum quarto repetitarum decima-quarta de Libero hominis arbitrio 
eiusque viribus. Sub praesidio I Arminii. Resp. Paulus Leonardi E de Leonardis. 23 July 
1605 (Lugd. Bat.: ex off. Joann. Patii, 1605). 


BIBLIOGRAPHIA ARMINIANA 283 


hooghe schole aldaer openbaerlijck voorghestelt int jaer 1604. Vertaelt uyt 
het Latijn. Tot Leyden, by Ian Paets Iacobszoon, 1609; 1610 [translation of 
Disp. pub. 15].°° 

[spurious] Vertaelde theses inhoudende een corte onderwijsinghe vande oprechte 
regeeringhe der kercke Christi, ende vande oeffeninghe der Discipline inde 
selve. Delft: Ian Andriesz., 1612.97 

Verclaringhe Iacobi Arminii ... aengaende zijn ghevoelen, so van de predestinatie, 
als van eenige andere poincten der Christelicker Religie. Leiden: Thomas 
Basson, 1610; repr., with intro. and annotations by Gerrit Jan Hoenderdaal, 
Lochem: De Tijdstroom, 1960. 

Vierderley theses of articulen, teghen t'pausdom ... Ghestelt ende ghedisputeert 
binnen Leyden, by ... lacobum Arminium. Wt den Latijne in Nederlandtsche 
tale ghetrouwelijck overgheset. The Hague: Hillebrandt Iacobsz, 1610 [trans- 
lation of Disp. pub. 22, 21, 23, and 24]. 

The Works of James Arminius. London Edition. Trans. James Nichols and 
William Nichols. 3 vols. London, 1825, 1828, 1875; repr. with an intro. by 
Carl Bangs. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1986. 

The Writings of James Arminius. Trans. James Nichols and William Bagnall. 3 
vols. Buffalo, N.Y., 1853; repr. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1956; 


1977. 
Zedich ondersoeck D. Iacobi Arminii.... Op het boecxken, welck D. Guilhelmus 
Perkinsius ... voor eenighe jaren uytgegheven heeft Vande maniere ende 


ordre der predestinatie mitsgaders oock Vande grootte der Goddelijcker ghe- 
nade. Gouda: Jasper Tournay, 1617 [translation of Examen modestum]. 


6° A disputation of Gomarus (1604) containing 32 theses and a corollary that Armi- 
nius elsewhere examines (q.v. Examen thesium Gomari), plus Arminius, Disputatio pub- 
lica, 15, originally Disputationum theologicarum trigesima, de divina praedestinatione. 
Wilhelmus Bastingius; praeside Jac. Arminio. 7 Feb. 1604 (Lugd. Bat.: ex officina Joann. 
Patii, 1604). Since some had attributed Gomaruss views to Arminius, these disputations 
were translated and published to clarify any popular misunderstandings (see G. Brandt, 
History, Il, p. 54). 

$7 The anonymous “translator” found these handwritten theses while “rummaging 
through the library of one of [his] good friends” (“ick doorsnuffelende de Bibliotheeck 
van een van mijn goede vrienden”), and he noticed they were in the natural style of 
Arminius (A1"). However, the theses are spurious, and are strongly denounced as such 
by Arminiuss widow in Verantwoordinge des ... D. Iacobi Arminii salig. ghed. teghen de 
grove calumnie ende schendinge zijns naems (Leiden: Godefriedus Basson, 1612). 

$5 Note that this edition is to be preferred over the Writings of James Arminius, in view 
both of its inclusion in volume I of an enormous body of Arminiana not found in the 
Writings and of its inclusion in volume III of the Examination of the Theses of Dr. Francis 
Gomarus respecting Predestination, also omitted from the Writings. 


284 KEITH D. STANGLIN AND RICHARD A. MULLER 


III. ARMINIUS: DISPUTATIONES & THESES PUBLICAE 


This section of the bibliography presents the 25 public disputations of Arminius 
included in the Opera (Disp. pub. 1-25), plus the 36 others not included in the 
Opera (Disp. pub. 26-61). They all appear chronologically in Section I of this 
bibliography. Here they are arranged topically according to the repetitiones of 
disputations carried out by the Theological (Staten) College at Leiden University. 
Although professors could present quodlibetal disputations on any topic of 
interest, the majority of public disputations were conducted in the course of 
the collegium disputationum, or repetitio, which deliberately worked through the 
principal theological topics. Before each “round” of disputations, the theological 
faculty laid out the topics to be handled and then took turns composing and 
presiding over each disputation in its agreed order (47 topics in the case of the 
fourth repetitio™). For those disputations that were part of the round (repetitio), 
their full title indicates which round (fourth or fifth, but the third goes unnamed) 
and the number of the disputation within that round.” 

The numbering of Disp. pub. 1-25, based on the 1609 collection edited by 
Thomas Basson, does not follow the Leiden curriculum order. By contrast, our 
new numbering of Disp. pub. 26-61 is an attempt to correspond to the order 
that the Leiden faculty exhibited in their repetitiones. Citations indicate the orig- 
inal independent printing of each disputation, as published for the academic 
exercise. The texts of these 36 missing disputations will soon appear in a new 
volume." The following section, therefore, represents a skeleton of Arminius’s 
theology placed in the order in which he would have publicly presented it as a 
member of the faculty. For the sake of convenience, we have divided the disputa- 
tions into fourteen headings. The final heading represents occasional, polemical 
disputations that were never a part ofthe regular curriculum. Although we have 
not made an exhaustive list of the libraries containing these disputations, some 
of the locations are included. 

BNF Bibliothéque Nationale de France 

Bodl. Bodleian Library, Oxford 

Br.L. British Library 

Br.M British Museum 

TCD Trinity College Dublin 

UBA Universiteits Bibliotheek Amsterdam 

UBL Universiteits Bibliotheek Leiden 

UBU Universiteits Bibliotheek Utrecht 

UBVU  Universiteits Bibliotheek Vrije Universiteit 


$9 'The complete fourth repetition of Leiden theology was published as Syntagma 
disputationum theologicarum ... Clariss. viris Doctor. et Professoribus Fransisco Gomaro, 
Iacobo Arminio et Luca Trelcatio Iuniore, praesidibus (Rotterdam, 1615). 

70 On disputations in the Staten College during Arminius’s years, see the discussion 
in Stanglin, Arminius on the Assurance of Salvation, pp. 37-58. On these repetitiones in 
particular, see ibid., pp. 41-44. 

71 Stanglin, The Missing Public Disputations of Jacobus Arminius: Introduction, Text, 
and Notes [BSCH] (Leiden, forthcoming). 


10 


11 


12 


13 
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I. De Scriptura sacra 


[Disp. pub. 26] Theses theologicae de sacra scriptura. Daniel Guerinellus; 
sub. praesido Iacobi Arminii. 24 Sept. 1605. Leiden: Thom. Basson, 1605. 
[UBL; TCD] 

[Disp. pub. 27] Aphorismi theologici de Verbo Dei scripto. Sub praesidio 
I. Arminii. Resp. Heinricus Slatius Duvelando-Zelandus. 2 May 1609. Lei- 
den: Henricus Lodovici ab Haestens, 1609. [TCD] 

[Disp. pub. 1] Disputationum theologicarum quinto repetitarum secunda 
de Certitudine, & Authoritate S. Scripturae. Sub praesidio I. Arminii. Resp. 
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